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A L T E R N A T I V E C O S T S

Thousand $

Al ternati ve

L a n d f i l l i n g Offsite

Onsite Pretreatment
Disposal at Local Waste-
water Plant

Oil Recycle

PCB Reduction/Oil Recycle

Incineration Offsite

PCB Reduction/Incineration
Offsite

Containment Onsite

* Incineration Onsite

Water

256

124

NA

NA

71 .5*

NA

288

400

Î'TS dun Less
Than 50 ppm PCB ' s

256

--

9

NA

71 .5

NA

288

400

Oils mtn Greater
Than 50 pom Z>C3's

640

--

NA

840

900

957

722

1 ,000

"eta"

1 , 1 5 2

SA

NA

NA

1,043

NA

1 ,298

1 ,800

*Costs are contingent upon all three phases being disposed of by this option

TABLE 1



Responsiveness Summary
Laskin/Poplar Oi1

fast Federal cleanup activities have resulted in m i t i g a t i o n of the most
imminent nealtn hazards at the Laskin/Poplar Oil site. Several e^e^gency
actions were taicen after the site was discovered and during c r i t i c a l
periods such as mudslides and flooding. A Superfund Planned Removal action
was conducted at the site between July and October 1982. This action re-
sulted in the removal of 302,000 gallons of waste oil for incineration,
treatment and release of 430,000 gallons of contaminated water and solidi-
fication of 205,000 gallons of sludge, which were placed into Tan* No. 4.

Prior to the Initiation of the Planned Removal, the citizens were briefed
at a public meeting on the proposed actions which included removal of the
waste oil for incineration. There was complete acceptance of any action
which removed tn» contaminated materials for proper off-site disposal.

The Focused Feasibility Study addresses 450,000 gallons of contaminated
liquids remaining at the site and concluded that they must be removed from
the site as soon as possible, to protect the public health, welfare and the
environment. The study recommends that all of the these liquids be removed
for Incineration.

The study was made available at the public libraries in Jefferson, Ohio
and Ashtabula, Ohio. A press release indicating the study's availability
was issued to the Cleveland newspapers and to local newspapers. A copy of
the study was also mailed to citizens who have indicated an Interest in the
site and to the steering committee which represents the generators of the
waste.

There were no responses received as a result of this comment period, which
extended from May 11, 1984 to May 27, 1984.



I have a l so deter-nined that the ac t i on oe^g take" 's co -s
a pe^anent renedy at the s i te , an* 's a p p r o p r i a t e when^a
t ie 9 v a i laii l i ty of Trus t r j n ^ i o i A es 'o- j$e ^t ot"er s i t e s . ;- a
t ^ o i , the o f f - s i t e t r anspo r t an^ d e s t r j c t i o n is Tiore C T s t - e ' * e c t i ve

- remedial a c t i o n s .
fan

Date \
s»
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Vaidas v. AdamJus
Regional Administrator



PECORD OF DECISION
INITIAL REMEDIAL AL'E^NA-IVE SELECTION

Si te: Las* i " i / P o p l a r O i l , Jefferson, Ohio

Documents Reviewed

I have reviewed the following documents describing tie analysis of cost-
effectiveiess of remedial alternatives of the lasKin/Poplar Oil site:

- Focused Feasibility Study, laskin/Poplar Oil Site

- Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

- Responsiveness Summary

- Letter from Robert H. Maynard, Director, Ohio Envi"onnentjl
Protection Agency

Description of Selected Remedy

- Removal of contaminated water fro.n the site for incineration
witn the oil

- Removal of oil contain nated witn less than 50 ppm PCB's for
inci Deration.

- Removal of oil with greater than 50 ppm PCB's for incineration

Declarations

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). and the National Contingency ''Tan
(40 CFR Part 300), I have determined that the removal and off-site disposal
of all liquids In the above ground and in ground tan<s is a cost-effective
initial rtotdial ntasure necessary to minimize the release of hazardous
substances so they do not migrate to cause harm to public health, welfare
or the envlronmtnt. The State of Ohio has been consulted and agrees witi
the selected remedy. This action w i l l require no future operation and main-
tenance activities.



o* ?e n e ' < ' 3 1 A

Tie L a s k ' n O o c ' a - Oi l sue of aDoj t 9 a c r e s 's m ^o rt
Je f fe r so° T o w n s i - p in A s n t a b u l a County , west o r t *e v i l l a g e
It is bounded on tie norti iy a wooded rav ine th roijgh wi ici Ce"iet i r / 1 r ?e<
' lows; on the south, by open f ie lds and the A s h t a b u ^ a County f ai rg--0'j""? ;
on tie west , by a wooded area and baseball f ie lds; and on tie e a s t , \»
Poplar Road and the fa i rgrounds. (See F igure 2 - 1 )

Tie S i t e con ta ins t ie residence Of ^r. A l v i n L a s k i n , owner of t i* p ropp- ty ;
a series of greeniouses; four hollers used to heat the greenhouses; a
boi ler s t a c k ; a :>D roximate ly t h i r t y - s i x s to rage tanks ; one retent ion pind;
a f resiwate r pond; and misce l laneous hui ld ings and sheds. ApDmx i r - ^ te 1 /
450,000 ga ' l ons of oi l and wa te r -o i l m ix tu res are stored in t ie t a n k s .

SITE HISTORY

The greenhouses on tie Poplar OH Company s i te were in operat ion fir a^out
80 years. Approximately 30 yea^s ago, boi lers w»re instal led to i*3«-. tie
greenhouses. During tie 1 960 ' s s to rage t a n k s were ins ta l led to hold
w a s t e oi l to f i re the hoilers. The oi l was not ana lyzed hefo re a c c e p t a n c e ,
and oi l conta in ing P C ^ ' s phenols, and other hazardous substances was a c c e c t e " .
When the greenhouse business deter iorated, the owner ^agan p i ck i ng in,
resel l ing, and d ispos ing of waste oil. The company's ac t iv i t ies a l s o
inc luded o i l i ng roads in Ashtabu la County and a nearly horse rac ing fic<.
Through a ser ies of legal actions, the company is now in recei versiio, and
all on-site business ac t iv i t ies re lat ing to oi l have essent ia l ly stopper.

Past Federal cleanup activit ies have resulted in the "it igation of tie
most imminent health hazards. Several emergency ac t ions were taken *f te r

the s i t e ' s contamination was discovered and during c r i t i ca l periods such
as mudslides and flooding. Superfund Planned Removal cleanup act ions
removed 302,000 gallons of waste oil for incineratior; treated and re leased
430,000 gallons of contaminated water; and solidified 205,000 gal lons of
sludge which was placed 1n Tank No. 4. A lso, a cover was built onto
Tank No. 3 and th« north wall was removed from pond 1?. (See Figure 2-3)
These actions wtre acconpl1sh«d between July and November 1982.
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FIGURE ? 3
COMPANY SITE
LASRIN POPLAR OIL



CJR3£NT SITE STATjS

Tig l i q u i d s on tHe site i"8 :^arac:erized as:

Oils with °CB Content of 50 ppm or Greater

• Approximately 250,000 gallons total are contained
in 3 tanks.

9 Other priority pollutants and metals are also in
the PCS oil iicluding: carcinogenic volatile organic compounds,
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic base/neutral compounds,
phenol, and potentially toxic metals.

0 The main component is waste oil with an estimated
heating value of 18,000 3tu per gallon.

0 The oil also contains suspended solids.

Oils With PCB Content of Less Than 50 ppm
0 Approximately 100,000 gallons arc 1n 24 tanks.

0 Other characteristics are the same as for the oils
with greater than SO ppm of PCB, including the
volatile*, base/neutral compunds, phenol, and
metals.

Contaminated Hater

Approxi- >ly 100,000 gallons of water with high
suspenc -ol ids and bottom sludges are In Tank
No. 3. i oil sheen can be observed on the water
surface.

Discussion

Tne presence of these liquids Is a potential health hazard and
Is a logistics barrier to the further Investigation of the site
and an evaluation of final remedial actions.
There Is a continuing potential for health and environmental
hazards fro* the presence of the liquids on site. Release
of the contaminated liquids would pose a public health and
environmental threat.



The most obvious and immediate threat is from contamination entering
Cemetery Creek. A fire wou>: orobaaly ae accompanied oy a s p i l l releas-
ing some or all of the SUDS",: :es.

Cemetery Cree« rjns along the northern edge of the property. Runoff or
seepage into the cree* may be contaminated by the existing conditions
at the site. Cemetery Creek flows into the Grand River, which is the
main drinmng water supply for nearly 25,000 people in Ashtaoula County.

Discharge of contaminated oil and waste to Cemetery Creek may have al-
ready introduced PCS's into the aquatic ecosystem. Since PCS's are fat
soluble, the potential exists for concentration 1n the aquatic food cnain
and eventually into the human system. Bioconcentration factors for PCB's
in fish range from about 3,000 to 274,000. Some wildlife species (mink)
are more sensitive than humans, and the present EPA criterion is based
on the bloconcentration in salmonid fish and toxicity to mink.

Contamination of Cemetery Creek could lead to 1ngest1on of PCB's and
other contaminants. This could occur either by contamination of drinking
water supplies or by ingestion of contaminated fish.

Some of the organic contaminants are bioconcentrated. Examples are the
higher molecular weight polynudear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH's) such
as phenanthrene, naphthalene, anthracene, and pyrene. These compounds
could be ingested by humans and w i l d l i f e eating contaminated fish.

With these potential health hazards continuing as long as the liquids
are on site and the logistics block they present to further progress
toward an eventual remedial action, it is considered both necessary and
prudent that the liquids be removed from the tanks at the earliest prac-
ticable time.

ENFORCEMENT

Litigation concerning environmental problems at this site has been on
file in both state and federal courts since early 1979. The only defend-
ants currently Involved ire Alvln Laskln and several corporations set
up by him. Laskln and Poplar Oil Company are subject to consent decrees
1n both state and federal proceedings, but are effectively judgement
proof.



U.S. EPA has identified some 130 potential responsible parties \
who either transported or consigned waste material to the site. These
include a broad spectrum of firms, including both large and small
organizations. Notice and demand letters have been sent to each, begin-
ning in about April 1982. U.S. EPA divided the PRP's into first and
second tiers, based on volume of waste sent to the site, and negotiated
for acout 8 months with the first t^er group. NO acceptaole offe- *as
forth coming, and it is not believed that further negotiations w i l l prove
fruitful.

A referral 1s currently pending at the Department of Justice seeking re-
covery of a discrete unit of costs incurred to date at the site (some
J1.6 million of CWA § 311 and CERCLA § 104 funds) spent in emergency
or Planned Removal actions.
It Is unlikely that PRP action w i l l be forthcoming 1n voluntary negoti-
ations. As a result, the program office w i l l be sending out u n i l a t e r a l
CERCLA § 106 orders to four or five PRP's who can be directly l i n k e d to
materials found at the site. In this manner we w i l l determine whether
there w i l l be any PRP response.
COMMUNITY RELATIONS

A press release was Issued on May 10, 1984 which announced the a v a i l a -
bility of the Focused Feasibility Study for review it libraries in Jef-
ferson and Ashtabula, Ohio. Copies were also mailed to Interested people
i n c l u d i n g Congressman Eckart and Senator Metzenbaum. The public comment
period was from May 13 to May 27, 1984. There were no responses received
as a result of this public comment period.
ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

The evaluation of a limited number of alternatives Is controlled by the
following practical and regulatory constraints:

1. Essentially complete rtmoval from the environment of all l i q u i d s
(oil and wattr) 1s rtqulrtd to mitigate the potential hazard to
public health. Pond 20 will nttd to reoaln as a catch basin until
all contMlnattd sludgts and soils art adtquattly controlled.

2. Th« provisions of 40 CFR 761 (31 May 1979) rtgulate the disposal of
all KM containing liquids. At or below 50 ppm PCS, liquids are
non-rtgulattd, txctpt for uses resulting in direct, wide spread
cont Ml nation. Abovt SO ppw PCB, disposal 1s regulated and defined.
Mixing, or dilution of clean and dirty oil 1s not permitted to
achieve a lowtr PCB concentration to avoid the regulations.

3. Wattr to bt dlschargtd to Cemetery Creek must meet criteria speci-
fied by the Ohio EPA.



NO ACTION

ON8ITC CONTAINMENT

QN-SITE TREATMENT
WATER TO-CHECK

WATER TO-WWTP

OIL THEATER THAN
SO PTM4CR CHEMICAL
REDUCTION ft REMOVAL

ON SITE INONE RATION

REMOVAL

LAND FILLING

OIL RECYCLE

OIL TREATMENT ft
RECYCLE

INCINERATION

Site D«U. *Vm«t Application

Nimil ft

S>«c. Btd/A»»«f d i ^f ocm ft

Spec. BHl/Aw«d

10

rVtmil. Prnemtinq

On Site
(Probably Longer than lor Ditcharqe to C»rrfc
Due lo Ne9olniion Time)

On S««* Co«nmgfc»«< Unit

SpK. Removal

Spec,

On Site EPA Uni:

TABLE 2
Comparative Time Linei - Months from
Authorisation to Implement



Different removal alternatives «i 1' aoDly to the liquids depeid-ng on
the handling and disposal regulations. Three categories of l i q u i d s are
therefore considered separately.

0 PC3 contaminated c i 1 : 50 to 500 ppm °C3 concentration.
0 Low PCS contaminated o i l : detectable to less than

50 ppin PCS concentration.
0 Contaminated wastewate'v Low level PC3, high suspended

solids, oil and grease, and
unknown metals concentrations.

Alternatives considered were no action, onsite containment, onsite treat-
ment, onsite incineration, and removal offsite for final disposal.

A. NO ACTION

Public health considerations have ruled out a "no action" alternative '':-
the liquids. Even deferring liquid removal until a future full Remedid.
Action is considered not prudent. The endangennent aspects of this alter-
native were discussed In the current Site Status of this report. The oils
are flammable and if a fire started a health hazard could exist due to
the combustion products or through volatilization of hazardous substances
from the site. The potential for spillage to Cemetary Creek exists which
could contaminate the water supply for 25,000 people 1n Ashtabula County.
The environment also could suffer significant degredatlon from a s p i l l into
Cemetary Creek.

B. ONSITE CONTAINMENT

The l i q u i d wastes could be stabilized and burled onsite. Stabilization
would require the oil or water to be pumped from the storage tanKs and
mixed with a binding agent to form an Inert cement-like product. The
stabilized material would then be transferred to a truck prior to solia-
ffying and transporting to a burial area onsite. A contractor special z-
ing 1n solidification Mould be utilized for the actual mixing, s t a b i l i z a -
tion, and transport to the burial site. This process may produce noxious
odors in off-gases which could be a nuisance and possibly present operat-
ing problems. OtcontMl nation facilities would also be required to wash
the nixing and transporting equipment.
The burial area Mould have to be designed to meet RCRA and TSCA require-
ments for hazardous waste disposal since the Mater and oil contaminants
contain regulated materials. The design considered at other hazardous
sites and as proposed by regulations has been a double-lined clay,
plastic or asphaltlc basin with a betweefl-llner underdraln system. The
burial site Mould have to completely contain all materials for a minimum
of 30 years and be continuously monitored, secured, and maintained.
Therefore, a prolonged and scheduled surveillance and maintenance plan
would have to be Implemented to constantly protect and identify the In-
tegrity of the landfill. A cost summary follows.



Act iv i t y Cost Bas i s

Burial Site

°ermi t t ing

Stab i l i za t ion

Postclosure 04*

$ 360,000 450,000 gal lons of l iqu ids
s tab i l i zed to tw ice volume
equa ls 4,500 cub ic ya rds ;
ISO/cubic yard for a double-
1ined l a n d f i 1 1

102,800 One-year e f for t 1/2 time for two
people; $200 per day per
person for labor and $50,000
for t ravel , f i e ld laboratory
work, and other expenses and
report preparation

675,000 4,500 cubic yards produced at
$150 per cubic yard for
m a t e r i a l s equipment, haj l ing,
and labor

57,000 $5,000 per year (present
worth) at 8 percent per year
/or 30 years

Total $1,192,000

The overall schedule for containment would be 18 to 24 months, depending
upon the success of the permitting effort.

C. ONSITE TREATMENT

Contaminated Mater

The water stored 1n Tank No. 3 has been characterized as containing a
wide variety of metal, PCB's and other organic contaminants. A d d i t i o n -
al data and bench tests would be required to confirm a detailed process
design for onslte treatment. However, it Is reasonable to consider that
minimum treatment processes would be pH adjustment 1n the tank with, lime
and 1n-place sedimentation followed by sand and then activated carbon
filtration. Discharge would be either to Cemetery Creek or to a local
•astewater plant. Haste sludges from this process would be packaged and
left on sitt for disposal during the remedial action.
The treated effluent would be held 1n storage until laboratory analyses
Indicated compliance with the applicable requirements for release. If
compliance was not met, retreatment would be required. NPOES permit
standards for discharge to the creek would need to be met. If discharge
Is to a treatment plant, transport to the plant and a discharge fee
would be required.



Care would nave to * taken In the h a n d l i n g , pumping, and onsite storage
of tne water before, during, and after treatment. An accidental s p i l l
could result in the possible contamination of soil at or around tne
storage tank. If tne waste is to be transported or pumped to anotier

location onsite, tnen It could s p i l l anywhere, i n c l u d i n g Cemetery Creex.

Treatment and discharge to the creek are essentially the process jsed
in tie 1980 removal of contaminated wat2r from Ponds 19 and 20. In
that operation, approximately 830,000 gallons of water were treated
at a cost of abojt $400,000.

Therefore, the minimum cost for processing about 100,000 gallons of water
1n 1984 to meet requirements for discharge to the creek is estimated at
between $200,000 and $285,000, considering that one-fourth to one-third
of the costs would be fixed and not directly related to the volume pro-
cessed. A cost summary follows.

Activity

Fixed Cost

Cost

$133,000

Basis

Fixed costs (mobilization/
demobilization, labor
administration, etc.) at
1/3 of 1980 total cost

Treatment

Permitting

Escalation

32,000

40,000

77.000

Treatment costs for 100,000
gallons at 32 cent per gallon
(treatment cost at 2/3
of 1980 total fixed cost)

Pilot studies and permit
preparation at 5 nan-
months plus expenses

Escalation at 101 per year
for 4 years for both fixed
and treatment costs

Total $282.000



If costs 25 oercent 3* tota 1 costs, t"e esti-ate" ccst '-
trea*--ent would se 52^9, 3CG. If

'd take
9<*e^ w e ' , tre o^s1:?

te p -9 t r e3t ">e- t a n 3 d i s c n a r ; e o*
l o c a l w a s t e * 3 t 9 r t reat" ien t p l a * t w o ' j ' d p r o ^ a * ' ^
a^ge to t^e creek ^ecause i t is exp^cte- i t n a t , i
could ^e nade w i t ^ a tr»atnent p l a ^ t , tK<> t - °a t -

wou ld ne e x t e n s i v e , tho'jg^ not as s t r ingent *s 'or
d i scha rge in to tne cree<. C o s t s fo r tn is a l t e r n a t i v e a r e es t 'na t * - 1 as
fol 1 ows:

less fa

Act i Cost Bas is

P i l o t S tud ies

Fi xed C o s t s

Treatment

P lan t Fee

ota

$ 4 ,000

98,000

20,000

2.000

$124,000

Two we«?k effort and
expenses

h a ' f o f costs for
treatment for d ischarge to
creek (includes esca la-
t ion to 1984)

At 20 cents/gal lon t reated

Prel iminary est imate

Th is es t imate is based on tne 1980 water treatment overa l l cost and
volume «Uh some adjustments made for e s c a l a t i o n and otner fac to rs noted
anove and snould be considered as a conceotual est imate only. A p p r o x i -
mately one month's tine would be required for the onsite operation, and
the overal l t1m« period would he heavily dependent or obtaining agree-
ment it a treatment plant to accept the wastewater.

Greater Than 50 ppm PCR 011s

If thes* oils were treated onsite to reduce the PCB concentration to
less than 50 ppm, they could he sold as fuel outside ihio or incinerated
at the only permitted Incinerator in Ohio.

PCS reduction processes are designed to reduce oy chemical means the
PCB's Into chemically smaller, harmless compounds. The processes are
used by electric utilities to clean transformer oils that have residual
PCB concentrations. The oils* to he treated must h« free of suspended
material, moisture, and sludges to prevent the sodlun-hased reactant
chemical from blinding or decomposing. There 1s one commercial pro-
cess that can reduce PCB-contamlnated oil without pretreatment. The
vendor is presently treating 100,000 gallons of oil containing paint
sludge and PCB 's to a level of less than 50 ppm PC*. Their treatment
equipment is portable, and treatment is being done onsite 1n another
stat*. Limited commercial expedience e x i s t s with this process on PC3-
contaminated was te oi ls, and the technology is still under development.



The costs for onsite chemical treatment to reduce PCB's are s^mnar- :»d as
fol lows:

A c t i v i t y Cost

PCS Reduction $750,000 250,000 gallons at S3 per
gal 1 3r,--inc1 udes operators

Aaditional Crew 70,000 One month cleanup would
require two men to evacuate
tanks, clean up,
decontaminate, etc .

Lab Costs 15.000 Estimated

Total $835, o:)

A period of 4 to 6 weeks s'-.id be allowed for chemical reduction of the
PCB's.

Some environmental concerns exist. Onsite pumping, transporting, and
treating of wastes could cause spillage or a fire. PCB reduction chemicals
(especially elemental sodium) are explosive and could pose a threat if
not handled properly. Also, waste sludges generated from either pretreat-
ment of the oils or the process must be disposed of in a safe manner.

Less Than 50 ppm PCB Oils

This type of oil does not require onsite treatment since it can 5e sold
for fuel or incinerated.

0. ONSITE INCINERATION

Contaminated oil could be Incinerated and *ater evaporated onsite by us-
ing a portable Incinerator. There Is one c.imtr-. illy available portable
incinerator and one owned by the U.S. EPA. Both • icinerators are fully
equipped and designed to provide the temperature and residence time re-
quired for organics destruction and also to provide flue gas scrubbing
and monitoring capabilities.
Asn disposal 1s a consideration for any onsite Incinerator and could be
disposed of with tht ultimate site cleanup.
Based on tstlmatt fro* tht commercial portable Incinerator operator, the
cost for oortablt 1nc1nt ration of tht waste oils and water would amount
to approximately $1.800,000 at $4 per gallon. It would take 4 to 5 months
to stt up and Inclntratt tht wastt materials with a portablt incinerator.
Costs for tht U.S. EPA Incinerator were not estimated but at tht estimated
treatment rate 1t would take about 12 months to burn all the oil.



Several environmental considerations should be explored with tn'? a>er-
native: a potential explosion or fire, a s p i l l during the transfer of
waste oil, and out-of-specification incineration gases. An explosion is
u n l i k e l y , but Us consequences could environmentally impact tne site and
its surroundings. A s p i l l could contaminate soil or even enter Cemetery
Cree< if tne waste oil required h a u l i n g to anotner location onsite.
There could be instances of out-of-specification incinerator gases; but
given tne technology and monitoring of tne equipment, these should be
short-lived.

E. REMOVAL FROM SITE

The contaminated material could be removed from the site by a licensed
commercial contractor and disposed in any one or comoination of the
following alternatives:

0 Landfilling
0 Oil recycle
* Oil PCB reduction and recycle or Incineration
9 Incineration

1. Landfilling (All liquid wastes)

There are several landfill sites 4n the Midwest available for Laskin
Poplar site wastes. Tne one used in this estimate is about 150 miles
from the site. Stabilization of the liquids would be done onsite and
the stabilized material transported to the l a n d f i l l . As discussed pre-
viously, odor production during stabilization could be a problem.

Landfilling cost estimates are based on information obtained from a
local hazardous waste contractor for the stabilization and disposal
of water, contaminated oil containing less than SO ppm PCB's, and oil
with greater than 50-ppm PCB's. A preliminary cost estimate for land-
f i l l i n g is summarized as follows:

______Activity______ Cost ____Basis_____

Onsite Stabilization $675,000 Described on page 6.
of 011 and Water

Transportation 425,000 Estimated at S3.50 per truck
milt, 300 Mile round trip to
landfill, 4,500 cu. yds at
27,000 Ib/cu. yd., IST/load.

»
Lab Costs 20,000 Estimate

Disposal at Landfill 31.000 Estimated at S5/ton.

Total $1,151.000



~ne estimated cos: for l a n d ' i l l i n g tne o'i 1 c o n t a i n i n g greate- fa" 5: :;-
PC3's is 5640,000. Tne estimated cost for l a n d f i l l i n g tne oil contain-
less tnan 50 ppm PCB's and water is $256,000 eacn.

A period of 5 to 3 *ee<s snould be allowed for l i q u i d s removal.

Environmental threats posed by this alternative arise from potential acci-
dents d u r i n g tne n a n d l i n g , processing, and transport of tne waste mate ria's,
and from t"e ' a n d f i l l as a long-terrn contamination source.

2. Oil ?CB Seduction oy Chemical Means and Recycle

A. Less than 50 ppm PCB's

Recycle of waste oil as a fuel is a potential disposal route. Waste o i l s
with PCB contamination of less tnan 50 ppm can be used as a fuel.

A problem with this disposal alternative is the possibility of inaccurate
waste oil manifesting and the potential of the oils being used for asphalting
or oil-based spraying, both i l l e g a l practices and potential paths into tne
environment. These waste oils would, therefore, have to be tracked or mon'-
tored to assure proper disposal.

The only costs incurred with low _PC8 oil recycle are the administration of
the contract, supervision to obse'rve and monitor the oil off-loading and
disposal, and some lab analysis. A summary follows.

______Activity______ Cost ___Basis

Transportation/Recycle 0 Recycler wi l l take at
no charge

Supervision $4,000 Two weeks at $2,000
per week

Lab Costs e. '30 Estimate

Total $9,000

B. Greater than 50 ppm PCB's

Chemical treatment may be a possible route for the redjction of PCB contami-
nation levels In oils to less than 50 ppm. This would then allow tne oils
to be recycled or Incinerated. If the costs for PCB reduction are combined
with the costs for recycling, the resulting costs can be summarized as
follows:

______Activity_____ Cost Basis______
PCB Reduction $835,000 Described on page 9

Supervision 5.000 Estimate

Total $840,000

A period of 4-6 weeks should be allowed for PCB reduction and removal from site
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3. Offsite Incineration

Incineration is a commonly used disposal route for waste o i l s and even
wastewater. Incineration could be contracted with a firm in Ohio for tie
wastewater and o i l s with less tnan 50 ppm PCS's. For o i l s with greater
than 50 ppm PCS's incineration would have to oe done out of state. In
the case of the oil «itn greater than 50 ppm PCB's, the incinerator equip-
ment must be designed to meet EPA criteria for furnace temperature and
residence time, be fitted with the required air pollution abatement equip'
ment, and be permitted. A cost estimate for incinerating the various
wastes is summarized as follows:

Activity Cost Basis

Transportation
Hastewater to incinerator

Less than 50 ppm PCS oil to
incinerator

Greater than 50 ppm PCS oil
to incinerator

Incineration
Wastewater
Less than SO ppm PCB oi1
Greater than 50 ppm PCB oil

Onsite Crew
Wastewater
Less than 50 ppm PCB oil
Greater than 50 ppm PCB oil

Lab Costs

Total

S 14,000

14,000

105,000

35,000
35.000
750,000

70,000

20.000

$1,043,000

90 miles one way at
$3.80 per m i l e and 20
truck loads

Same

300 miles one way at
S3.50 ptr m i l e and 50
truckloads

$0.35 per gallon
$0.35 per g a l l o n
$0.40 per pound, or
approximately $3.00
per gallon

Estimate for all site
removal (same as land-
filling)

Estimate

A breakdown of the total estimated cost for incineration 1s $900.000 for the
oil with grttttr than $0 ppm PCB. and $71.500 each for water and oil «Uh less
than SO poa PCB.



If the oil containing greater t.nan 50 ppm PCB's is cnemically
and incinerated tne costs are as follows:

_____Activity_______ Cost Basis

PCS Reduction 5835,000 Oescribed on page 9

Transporation to incinerator 34,290 90 niles one way 3t
$3.80 per in le and
50 trucxloads

Incineration 87.500 250,000 gallons at SO.35
per gallon

Total $956,700

The total Incineration cost of all l i q u i d s if the greater than 50 ppm PCB oil
1s chemically reduced is $1,134,700.

Onsite PCS reduction would not offset the cost of incineration out, instead,
would increase the total cost for waste incineration.

A period of 6 to 8 weeks should be allowed for liquid removal If each liquid
is removed separately. If all ace removed at the same time (two contractors
onsite), the duration could be half as long. The State of Ohio compiles
detailed information on intrastate highway traffic. In 1983 there were 268
highway wrecks or spills that involved trucks. Of that number, 37 were
hauling hazardous wastes. Annually, there are approximately 1.2 m i l l i o n
placarded truck shipments that include chemicals, fuels, hazardous materials,
etc. Recent records show that for the amount of traffic in the state there
are relatively few spills involving hazardous materials. Therefore, with
reasonable care and precautions, offsite transportation from LasKin Poplar
does not seem to pose a significant environmental threat.

Alternatives Evaluation

Each alternative was screened based on the following evaluating criteria:
0 Cost of Implementation
0 Availability of technology—aval lability of commercial equipment,
services, or technology that ts required to Implement an alter-
native

0 East of 1nplMtntat1on--tht relative difficulty required to
actually carry out an alternative

0 Schedule—the approximate time to implement the alternative
0 Environmental consideration—abil 1ty of the alternative to
meet the short- and long-term environmental requirements and
goals established by the U.S. EPA and OEPA.



Onsite containment of oils and water (450,000 gallons) would cost in ex-
cess of $1,300,00 and require 13 to 24 months for implementat'on. This
alternative would require operations and maintenance cost for at least 30
years .

Onsite incineration of oils and water would cost about $1,800,000 and
would ta<e about twelve months to complete. This alternative would DC
very unacceptable to the local residents because of the past incinera-
tion practices by the owner of the site. Both of these alternatives are
ruled out by the high cost and the long time to complete the alternative.

Onsite treatment of the contaminated water followed by dlscnarge to the
creeic or a wastewater treatment plant would cost substantially more than
offslte Incineration, with little additional environmental benefit.
These alternatives are rejected.

Onsite treatment of the oil containing greater than 50 ppm PC8 followed
by recycling or incineration in Ohio is competitive with landfilling or
incineration outside Ohio on a cost basis. The technology to accomplish
this is very new. however, and has been utilized on a very limited basis;
the effectiveness of the treatment cannot be assured. The process uti-
lizes hazardous materials including elemental sodium which presents a
danger of fire or explosion. Since a fire was a prime concern 1n the
endangerment assessment, the treatment alternative 1s not considered a
viable alternative. As a result of the previous evaluation, neither on-
site treatment or disposal of any liquids Is considered a viable option.

The contaminated water and the oil above and below 50 ppm PCB can be
removed from the site for landfill1ng. The cost for the contaminated
water and oil below 50 ppm PCB is substantially higher than the other
alternatives. This alternative doubles the volume of the wastes
during the solidification process which must be done on site. Some of
the wastes are very persistent and will remain in the landfill for an
extended period and could cause environmental damage in the future.

The cost to Incinerate the oil above 50 ppm PCB 1s $260,000 more than
landfill Ing but this process destroys the hlzardous substances Including
the PCB's, eliminating the future threat posed by them. The benefits
derived far outwelght the additional cost.
The below 50 pfM oil could be recycled but this presents management prob-
lems 1n assuring that the oil does not cause additional problems elsewhere.
By Incinerating the oil with the contaminated water the cost 1s comparable
with pretrtatMflt and discharge to a wastewater treatment plant and recycling
of the oil. (See Table 1 and 2)



15

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

The recommended alternative as evaljated ..nder 40 CR Part 300.53! j! is
incineration for all three components: contaminated water, oil above 50
ppm PC8 and oil below 50 ppm PC3. THIS alternative is very implementable
and uses established technology. It eliminates permanently the tnreat ot
the hazardous substances to the public health, welfare and the environment
This is the most cost effective solution to the problem when considered
over the long term.

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAMS

The recommended alternative is in full compliance with 40 CFR 761 which
regulates the disposal of liquids cont • ling PCS. This alternative pro-
vides a permanent solution to the pro. within the guidance of this
regulation. The recommended alternat s also consistent with all
other agency laws and regulations.



OEJC1ARATICN PCR TOE RECCED OF DETTSION

Sita Name and Location

Laskir. Poplar Oil Site
Jefterson, Ohio

Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the United States Environmental
Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA's) selected remedial action for the Laskin
Poplar Oil site located in Jefferson, Ohio. This decision document was
developed in accordance with the Coqprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCIA) , as amended by the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) , and the National Contingency
Plan (NCP) . This decision is based on information and documents
contained in the administrative record for this site. The attached index
identifies the items that comprise the administrative record upon which
the selection of the remedial action is based.

The State of Ohio does not concur with the U.S. EPA's remedy selection.
The Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OEPA) has indicated a
preference for a different alternative which was presented in the U.S.
EPA's Feasibility Study. A brief discussion on this issue is presented
later in this document.

of the

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if
not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this Record
of Decision (ROD) , may present an imminent and substantial endangerment
to public health, welfare, or the environment.

Of the

This remedy is th» final remedial action for the Laskin Poplar Oil site.
The combination of the Source Removal Operable Unit and the remedial
action choMn in the attached Record of Decision constitute the final and
overall jHMte for the sit*. The primary goals of the remedial actions
at the mfeplar Oil site are:

any human exposure to residual hazardous waste
of or contaminated materials at the site, and;

to liQJUM all potential risks to human health and/or impacts to
the environment.

The Remedial Investigation (RI) for the Laskin Poplar Oil site identified
areas of concern that include areas of disposed hazardous waste,
contaminated soils, sediments, groundwater, structures and debris.

The potential risks associated with the site are posed by direct contact
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with incidental ingestion or inhalation of contaminated soils, sediments,
material in the boiler house, and hunan consunption of contaminated on-
site groundwater. The selected renedy addresses all site concerns by a
ccnbination of containr,ient, treatment, and site use restrictions.
Contaminated soils and sediments will be contained by a multi-layer cap
which will greatly reduce infiltration, thus reducing the likelihood of
future ground water contamination. A groundwater diversion trench will
be installed around the site to prevent groundwater from passing through
contaminated soils. Dioxin-contaminated materials inside the boiler
house including soils, ash, and structural debris will be thermally
treated. Ash resulting from the incineration process will be disposed of
on-site (if delistable) or off-site at a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) facility. An attempt to decontaminate any dioxin-
contaminated structures that are not amenable to thermal treatment will
be made. If any of this material cannot be thermally treated or
decontaminated, it will be properly contained in a concrete vault on-
site. The concrete vault will be placed on-site beneath the cap.
Additionally, because the dioxin waste and contaminated material will
remain on-site, the selected renedy will provide for long-term monitoring
for groundwater, surface water, and performance of the trench and cap.
Corrective action measures will also be taken should monitoring indicate
a failure of any component of the renedy. Site use and access
restrictions will be placed on the property to ensure the integrity and
performance of the remedy.

The major components of the selected remedy consist of the following:

o Drain retention and freshwater ponds. Discharge surface water from
ponds to Cemetery Creek, with treatment if required. Backfill
freshwater pond with clean fill and grade retention pond area.

o Thermally treat contaminated soil, ash, and debris from the
boiler house area and dispose of ash on-site (if delistable)
or off-site in a RCRA landfill.

o Demolish and thermally treat or decontaminate dioxin-
contaminated structures. If material can not be
decontaminated or thermally treated, contain material in an
on-site concrete vault and place beneath the cap for
tenporary storage until proper effective disposal can be
secured for the material.

j» greundwater diversion trench up-gradient of the
soil and groundwater.
•ulti-layer cap over soils in excoodance of 10"̂

^̂ ^̂  cancer risk level or Total Hazard Index of 1.
o Dê ĤFcite by natural groundwater flow to Cemetery Creek.
o CornHc groundwater and surface water monitoring to assess

quality of groundwater migrating towards Cemetery Creek.
o Tjrpose access and use restrictions.
o Estimated Total Cost: S 11,000,000.00
o Estimated tine to coiplete: 2 years
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I appreciate your concern 1n this matter, and thank you for taking the
time to coment early in the process. I hope we car. reach an agreement
on the remedy at Laskins/Poplar. If you have any questions or additional
cements, please do r.ot hesitate to contdct me.

Sincerely yours, "^

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator
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Daclaraticn

The selected remedy is protective of human health am the environment,
attains federal and State requirements that are applicable or relevant
and appropriate to the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This
reirady utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the reximum extent practicable for this site. Treatment
is not a major component of this remedy, as thermal treatment of
approximately 300 cubic yards of dioxin-contairurvated material is the only
treatment: component of the remedy. The 1987 Source Removal Operable Unit
does address the principal threat posed by the site through thermal
treatment of contaminated source materials. The principal threats are
considered to be the waste oil, sludge, and saturated soils near the pits
and tanks (approximately 5,000 c.y.) , which will be thermally treated on-
site under the Source Removal Operable Unit. The combination of the two
remedial actions satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as the
principal element of the final remedy. The remedy also will reduce the
volume, toxicity, and mobility of hazardous substances present at the
site.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-
site, a review will be conducted within five years after commencement of
remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

Valdas V. Adamkus,
U.S. Environmental

ional
rotection

tor
Region V
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1.0 SITE NAME, UXM1CN, AND CESCRTFTICN

The Laskin Poplar Oil site is 50 irdles northeast of Cleveland, in Ashtabula
CcxL-.tr>-, Jefferson Township, Ohio, west of the village of Jefferson (estimated
peculation 3,012 in 19S6). It is southvest of the intersection of Ohio Route
307 and Poplar Street, and irrediately south of Cenetery Creek (Figure 1-1).

The predorinar.t developed land uses adjacent to the site are recreational and
residential. The site is bounded on the north by a vocded ravine through
which Ceretery Creek flows and the old Poplar Street right-of-vay; on the
scuth by open fields, a horse show arena, and viewing stands of the Ashtabula
County Fairgrounds; on the west, by a -wooded area and softball fields; and on
the east by Poplar Street and the county fairgrounds (Figure 1-2). East of
Poplar Street, in the fairgrounds, is a horse racetrack. Although nost of
the recreational facilities are limited to use during the sjmer, a certain
arount of activity occurs year round, especially in relation to operation of
the racetrack and horse stables.

Several residential properties are located north of the Laskin Poplar Oil
site along State Highway 307. Water fcr all hones within 0.5 mile of the
site is obtained through the Ohio Water Service, a private water facility.

The 9-acre site contains the residence of the property owner (Mr. Alvin
Laskin), a greenhouse corplex, a boiler house/garage containing 4 boilers
fomerly used to heat the greenhouses, a snokestack, 4 in-ground oil storage
pits (2 of which have been filled in previous response actions), 1 under-
ground and 32 aboveground storage tanks, a retention pond, a freshwater pond,
2 drained ponds (ponds 18 and 19), and miscellaneous small buildings and
sheds. Three snail treatment ponds constructed by the U.S. EPA contractors
during emergency actions are at the bottom of the south slope of Cemetery
Creek and north of the retention pond.

Local stratigraphy consists of till overlying shale bedrock. The shale is
weathered to a depth of approximately 8 feet. At the Laskin Poplar Oil site,
groundwater in the surficial aquifer flows in the weathered shale, till, and
overburden soil and discharges at Cemetery Creek. Groundwater flow in the
unweatnered shale is slow. On-site ponds are hydraulically connected to the
groundwater. Groundwater flows out of the ponds at a steep gradient in the
earthen dikes on the downgradient side of the ponds. The crt-site pits and
tanks are above the water table. Much of the site surface consists of fill
material. —.~

jlHLSurface elev^^^Hfe or near the site range from 855 to 925 feet above mean
sea level ("̂ ^^Hfe elevations near the freshwater pond and tanks ranging
frcr 915 to J^^HP^ml. The lower plateau, containing the retention pond,
is relatively^MCid'th elevations approxirately 10 to 20 feet lower than the
area of the pits and tanks. North of the retention pond, the site slopes
steeply downward toward Ceretery Creek.



2.0 SITE HlS'ITJSf AND ENFORCS1ENT ACTIVITIES

The greenhouses on the Laskin Poplar Oil site were in operation for
arc—> L-ately 80 years, beginning in the early 1890s. In the 1950s, boilers
•were installed to heat the greenhouses. Stcrage pits and tanks were
installed during the 1960s to store the oil that fired the boilers, and the
Prc". ?j- Oil Corpany continued to accept waste oil during the 1960s and 1970s.
The cof-pany rsscld scne of the waste oil and oiled gravel and dirt roads in
1" tcvrshipe of Ashtabula County. In 1977, the U.S. EPA ana OEPA identified
?CSs in the waste oil. In 1981, a court order stopped activities at the
LasVJ_r. Poplar Gil Ccrpany.

Ir, early 1981, the United States Envircrrer.tal Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
conducted an investigation at the site and detected poiychlorinated bipher.yls
(P€5s) in groundwater and soils. In 1981 and 1982, the U.S. EPA performed
several emergency actions at the site. The emergency actions included the
folloving: two ponds, 18 and 19, were drained and regraded; surface runoff
was diverted to a retention pond to prevent flooding; 302,000 gallons of
waste oil was renoved and taken to an off-site incinerator; 430,000 gallons
cf contarinated surface water was treated and discharged off-site; and
2:5,00? gallons of sludge was solidified.

Ir. 1933 the site was placed on the U.S. EPA's Superfund National Priorities
List (NPL) of uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. The U.S. EPA is the lead
agency responsible for managing the investigation and remediation of the
Laskin Poplar Oil site. The Ohio Envirornental Protection Agency (OEPA) is
the support agency for the Laskin Poplar Oil Superfund activities.

Renedial Investigation (RI) activities were conducted fror. December 1983 to
November 1984. Activities included sailing of soils, sediments, oiled road
surfaces, surface water, boiler and snokestack; installation of monitoring
wells, and sarpling of groundwater. The activities were part of the Phase I
RI at the site. During the winter of 1985-1986, the potentially responsible
parties (PRPs) renoved approximately 250,000 gallons of waste oil and waste
water, in response to an administrative order issued in August 1984.

A second administrative order was issued to the PRPs in late 1986, ordering
them to develop a work plan to address the storage pits, tanks, and their
contents, and soils surrounding the pits and tanks. A third administrative
order issued in February 1988 ordered the PRPs to incinerate the materials in
the pits, taqMflkjHd a portion of the most heavily contaminated soil. The
PRPs are cur̂ ^̂ fĉ eveloping a design for the U.S. EPA's review and approval
of this wor

A Phase II KnflFconducted in fall and winter of 1987-1988. Work included
geophysical studies; bathymetric surveys; installation of monitoring wells,
and; sampling of groundwater, surface water, soils, and sediments. The
results of the RI are briefly discussed later in this document.

Following corpletion of the RI, a Feasibility Study (FS) was prepared which



presented an array of alternatives to address site cor.tair.ination. Eight
alternatives for the Laskin Poplar Oil site were evaluated by the U.S. EPA.
Based on the U.S. EPA's evaluation, a preferred alternative was proposed and
presented to the public for review and cement. The proposed alternative was
docunented through a Proposed Plan and presented at a public meeting on April
26, 1939 in Jefferson, Ohio. This Record of Decision (?OD) documents the
U.S. EFA's choice of that preferred alternative.

On April 19, 1539, the U.S. EPA sent a special notice letter to a nurbex of
FTPS. This letter notified the PRPs of their liability and responsibility in
conducting the design and implerentation of the U.S. EPA's preferred remedial
alternative for the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Technical discussions betrween
the U.S. EPA and the PRPs have indicated the PRPs appear to be interested in
carrying out the selected alternative.

The U.S. EPA held an organizational meeting on May 10, 1989, in Cleveland,
Ohio, with representatives of the PRPs, the United States Department of
Justice (DOJ), the OEPA, and the U.S. EPA Li attendance. At that meeting,
PRF responsibilities under CERCLA Section 122 were discussed and the PRPs
were encouraged to organize into a group to pronote efficiency in ccrpleting
the Remedial Design/Reredial Action (RD/"RA) negotiations.

3.0 COmJKTTY. RELATIONS HISTORY

The U.S. EPA has conducted a community relations progran to keep the public
infomed of progress during the RI/FS for the Laskin Poplar Oil site and to
discuss upcoming events. The RI was released to the public in December,
1988, and the FS and Proposed Plan were released in April, 1989. The U.S.
EPA provided the public with an opportunity to eminent on the U.S. EPA's
preferred alternative and the other alternatives presented in the Feasibility
Study during a 30 day public content period from April 12 to May 12, 1989.
During this time period, interested individuals were encouraged to review the
FS and Proposed Plan and send written cements to the U.S. EPA. Individuals
were also encouraged to review the Administrative Record for the site located
at the County Disaster Service Offices, in the Ashtabula County Courthouse,
25 West Jefferson Street, Jefferson, Ohio; and the Ashtabula County District
Library, 335 West 44th Street, Ashtabula County, Ohio. All formal reports
developed by the U.S. EEA are available at these locations.

Notification of the availability of the documents was published in the
following newswoers on the dates indicated:

The Asht̂ Htcounty Sentinel - April 17, 24;

The JeflHpfcazette - April 20;

The Valley Hews - April 12, 19;
The Pyrra Nevs - April 12, 19.

In addition to the formal reports, the U.S. EPA distributed summary fact
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sheets on the Source Removal Operable Unit (August, 1987) , Renedial
Investigation (March, 1989), and the Feasibility Study (April, 1989).

On April 26, 1989, the U.S. EPA held a forral public meeting at the Ashtabula
Cour.ty Courthouse in Jeffarsor., Ohio. DurLtg the meeting, the U.S. EPA made
presentations to the conojnity on topics such as: sarpling results for soil,
ground water, surface water, and sediment; risk assessment results; the
source removal operable unit; the renedial action goals; the remedial
alternatives developed in the FS; and the U.S. EPA's preferrad alternative.
Following the presentations, the U.S. EPA answered questions fron interested
parties present at the meeting.

A transcript of this meeting is included as part of the Administrative Record
(see Administrative Record index, attached as Appendix A) for the Laskin
Poplar Oil site. The U.S. EPA's responses to cements received during this
public meeting and to written Garments received during the public comment
period are included in the Respcnsiveness Sxrrary attached to this document.

This decision document presents the United States Environmental Protection
Agency's (U.S. EPA's) selected remedial action for the Laskin Poplar Oil site
located in Jefferson, Ohio. This decision document was developed in
accordance with the Corprehersive Environmental Response, Ccrpensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) , as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) , and to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency Plan (NCP) . This decision is based on information and documents
contained in the administrative record for this site.

4.0 RELATIONailP TO THE OPERABLE UNIT OF RESPONSE ACTION

The problems at the Laskin Poplar Oil site are ccrplex. As a result, the
U.S. EPA organized the work into two operable units (OUs) . The Source
Renoval Operable Unit (SROU) and the final operable unit. Contaminants
addressed by these two operable units are:

SROU: Addresses 6,000 gallons of residual oil, 60,000 residual
gallons of wastewater, 700,000 gallons of pumpable and
nonpurpable sludges, and 5,000 cubic yards (c.y.) of
contaminated soil.

Addresses exposure to contaminated soils spread
throughout the site, and in the boiler house and
greenhouse areas; dLioxin-contaninatad debris; and
groundwater directly beneath the sit* (chiefly underneath
ponds 18 and 19) .

The U.S. EPA ha* already selected a remedy for the SPOU. The WPs are
currently in compliance with the design portion of an administrative order to
design and implement a remedy for the materials addressed in the SROU. This
Record of Decision (POD) documents a remedy consistent with the SBDU remedy.
This final ROD, in combination with the SROU, addresses all the contaminated
materials on-site.

- Final OU:



5.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The RI consisted of on-site scientific studies and laboratory analyses to
iet̂ r-_L->e the nature and extent of ccntarinaticr. at the site and affected
areas. During the RI sarples were taken fror. surface and sub-surface soils;
surface water; sediments; groundvater; residential wells; and soils, ash, and
deh.'is fror. L-.side the boiler house. The RI report for the Laskin Poplar Oil
site was completed in Decemb&r 1933. The results of the PI are surrarized
below.

3c.-tari:-ation and Affected Media:

Eighty-two organic chericals and twenty-four inorganic chericals on the U.S.
EPA's Hazardous Substances list (HSL) were detected in the various media at
the site (Table 5-1). The organic substances were grouped by analytical
class (VOCs, serivolatile organic corpounds, pesticides, PCBs). Inorganic
substances were evaluated individually, since they do not exhibit the
functional similarities of organic chericals. The chericals and their
associated characteristics are listed in Table 5-2.

5.1 Groundwater

The nature and extent of groundwater contamination was defined at the site
(Figure 5-1) . The study identified two aquifers beneath the site that flow
north towards the Cemetery Creek. The shallow aquifer is corposed of
corbined fill/till and broken shale. The deeper aquifer is characterized by
unbroken shale. The two aquifers appear to be poorly connected, with little
flow evident frcrr. the shallow aquifer into the deeper aquifer. The estimated
volume of contaminated groundwater in the aquifer presenting an unacceptable
risk (based on 10% porosity) is 650,000 gallons.

Groundwater contamination was detected in the shallow aquifer beneath pond
19. Halogenated alkanes, ketones, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) were detected in the shallow aquifer.

Organic contaminants were detected at low levels (<30 ug/1) downgradient
between the site and Cemetery Creek. Groundwater collected upgradient of the
site contained no detectable concentrations of HSL organic conpounds.
Several HSL organic ccrpounds were detected in the deep aquifer groundwater
at low ooncentjafĵ m (<10 ug/1). However, the occurrence was sporadic and
the contamineĵ Hfethoû ifc *° ** the result of laboratory or bottle

in the deeper aquifer does not appear to be
Analytical results indicate that the residential

wells near thd̂ HBtuve not been affected by site groundwater contamination.

5.2 Surface Water and Sedlaent

Surface water analytical results from the on-site retention pond and fresh
water pond did not detect contaminant concentrations above any water quality
standards. Sampling indicated sediments from the ponds are contaminated



with PAHs, PCBs, benzene, toluene, and xylenes (Figure 5-2).

Surface water samples frcr Cemetery Creek did not detect any HSL
contaminants. However, sedinents in the creek were contanina7.ed vith PAHs at
similar concentrations both upstream, and downstream of the site, vhicn
suggests that the contaminants in the sedinent are not solely the result of
activities at the Laskin Poplar Oil site.

5.3 Soil

Scil cont^ru_r,ation is present throughout the site, with PAHs and PCBs being
the nest prevalent contaminants. Lead is the only inorganic che.-J.cal of
concern above background levels in the on-site soil, excluding scil within
structures, attributable to the activities of the Laskin Poplar Oil Corrpany
(Figure 5-2). On-site soil samples for polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins
(PCDD) and pclychlcrinatad dibenzo-p-furans (PCDF) contained less than 1 part
per billion (ppb) of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDO)
equivalents. Under U.S. E?A guidance, no action is called for if the TCDO
equivalent level is under 1 ppb. The areas where soil contamination is
concentrated are near the pits, ponds 18 and 19, and the retention pond. The
highest concentrations occur at the pit bottoms, 15 to 25 feet, and continue
to a depth of approximately 40 feet.

N*umtrous off-site sarples vere also taken to establish background levels and ,
contaminant migration. Results did net indicate that off-site soils have ?
been affected by site artivity. ,.

r
5.4 Structures

Soil sarples from the boiler house floors, boilers, and smoke stack are
contaminated with PAHs, PCBs, dioxin, and inorganic corpounds,
primarily lead and zinc. It is assured that the boiler house itself is also
contaminated with similar ocrpounds, including dioxin resulting frcro
operations of the boiler house. The ash and residues still in the boiler and
smokestack contain several inorganic chemicals at concentrations several
orders of magnitude above background and dioxin concentrations up to 65 ppb
of 2,3,7,8-TCDO equivalents.

Analytical results from the greenhouse soils are contaminated primarily vith
PAHs and pesticides, at concentrations of about 1,000 ug/kg and 2,000 ug/kg
respectively. The pesticides could be attributed to previous greenhouse
operations rather than Laskin Poplar Oil Ocrpany activity.

5.5 Air

On-site air̂ ^̂ Bpg and monitoring was conducted during the first phase of
the RI for ̂IBbr bit not conducted during the Phase II RI field activity.
InterpretatioWw- the results indicated that on-site or off-site air
contamination would not occur unless there is a substantial surface



disturbance of the site. During the construction phase of the remedy,
controls will be inplenented to minimize exposure. Inhalation risks are
discussed in Section 6.2.4.

t.O S_W\HY OF SITE RISKS

The U.S. E?A cond-_icted a risk assessment to determine if the site poses
potential effects on public health arid the P.TVironnent. The risk assessment
was developed Ln accordance with U.S. E?A procedures, as outlined in the
Svyerfura Public Health Evaluation Mar.ual (SFHIM; U.S. E?A 19S6g) . The study
concl-jced that the site could pose a significant risk tc huran health through
d.rect ccr.tact with, incidental ingest ion, cr inhalation of on-site
ccr.taminated soils; direct ccr.tact with, incidental ingestion, or inhalation
cf media inside the boiler house, and; ingest ion of contaminated groundvater.

6.1 Introduction

Cor.ta.~irar.ts of Concern

The risk assessment did not use the indicator selection process s-jggested in
the SPKSM. Instead, all known ccr.taminar.ts at the site were reviewed to
determine whether they had environmental criteria or critical toxicity values
(i.e., cancer potency factors, reference dose values, aquatic life protection
criteria, drinking water health advisories, or other drinking water
standards). If the contaminants were subject to these values or criteria,
they were selected for evaluation in the health assessment. The contaminants
of potential concern for the Laskin Poplar Oil site are listed in Table 6-1.

Not every chemical reviewed had a critical toxicity value or an environmental
criterion. However, the chemicals that did not have such values or criteria
occurred infrequently with no uniform distribution on-site or off-site.
Review of the data indicated that onission of those chenicals fron the
quantitative risk evaluation would not substantially alter the conclusions of
the risk assessment.

6.2 Exposure Assessment

The contaminants of concern identified in various environmental media during
the RI were evaluated to determine the level of risk they pose to public
health and the environnant. The risk assessment identified various potential
exposure scenario for contaminants at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. The
potential ruitf̂ Htociated with each scenario are presented below. Table 6-2
summarizes tt̂ ^̂ Btant scenarios evaluated in the risk assessment and the
associated

Figures 6-1 and €-2 illustrate exposure pathways for current and future land
use that were evaluated in the risk assessment for the site.

6.2.1 Ingestion of Ground Water

The risk assessment made the conservative assxr-ption that the groundvater
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would be used for a water supply because there are no legal restrictions for
groundwater use. The risks associated with future groundwater use resulting
frcn site and area developnent were estirated based on the Riase II
groundwater monitoring well data.

Under this assurption, the assessment identified a potential risk
drijv'-ing site ground water. The plume of contaminated groundwater is limited
*ro the area showp. in Figure 5-1. Contaminated groundwater has not migrated
off-site and is net threatening any private groundwater supplies in the area.
Ground water in this area contains FAHs, halogenated alkares, and ketcnes.
Certain levels detected exceed the U.S. EPA's J'aximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs) fcr drinking water (Table 6-3) . Therefore, consumption of the
groundvater does pose a risk to human health.

The risk evaluation for groundwater ingestion is summarized by individual
monitoring well in Table 6-4. Groundwater in monitoring wells where
carcinogens were detected caused excess lifetime cancer risks ranging from
2xlO~2 to 1X10"6. Non-carcinogenic hazard indices ranged from less than 1 to
61.

Although these risks are significant, exposure is unlikely to occur at this
time. Ground water on-site is currer.tly not used as a drinking water source
and will be drained within 2 years as part of the remedy for the site.
Residents in the area are connected to a municipal water supply and will not
be impacted by the dewatering activity. The combination of diversion trench
and cap over the site will virtually eliminate any further generation of
contaminated groundwater.

6.2.2 Ingestion of Surface Water

Individuals may be exposed to contaminants released to the surface water on-
site (the freshwater and retention ponds) or adjacent to the site at
Cemetery Creek. Exposures may result from children trespassing on the site
or playing in the creek.

The risks associated with incidental ingestion of water from the ponds are
summarized on Table 6-6. The risks to trespassers who nay ingest surface
water from the retention or freshwater ponds are very limited. Carcinogens
were not detected in water from either pond, the estimation of
noncarcinogenic risk indicated that the hazard indices for either exposure

The risk aŝ ^̂ Ĥ vith ingestion of creek water is also shown on Table 6-6.
Organic anî ^̂ Hnie contaminants attributable solely to the site were not
detected in̂ HKcan of Cemetery Creek. Potential groundwater discharge to
Cemetery CTMKUM estimated and risks for exposure to contaminants were
evaluated. Because sane of the estimated values were below the U.S. EPA
Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) Poutine Analytical Service (PAS) detection
limits, risks were also estimated assuming contaminant levels at detection
lirits to yield a conservative estimate of exposure levels.



Exposure to the creek is assured to be infrequent. Risks associated with
carcinogens range fron IxlO"7 to 4xlO~8 for the Routine Analytical Service
(RAS) detection limit and maxL-ur. predicted concentrations, respectively.
The hazard index is less than one for both sets of concentrations.

The discharge of contaminants to the creek could res-alt in the exposure of
aquatic organisms in the creek. The rakeup of the aquatic corrtunity in the
creek is not known, but the creek is classified as a lira.ted warn water
habitat by the C£?A. Because the effluent frrr the Jefferson Wastewater
Treatment Plant constitutes nest of the flow during dry weather, factors
related to the discharge of treated effluent may limit the aquatic
population. Because of the limitations to the aquatic populations in the
creek, people probably do net fish the creek frequently. If people do fish
the creek, it is unlikely that they will catch and consume substantial
anounts of fish.

In sunrary, the risk assessment indicated that although there are mechanisms
for release of contaminants to Cemetery Creek, the potential exposures that
result tray not pose substantial risk. The assessment concluded that:

o Because no ccntamirants associated with the site were detected at
the creek, there were no current neasurable impacts freer, the sit*
at the creek.

o Based on concentrations projected at the creek in the future,
noncarcinogeric risks for trespassers (site residents are assumed
to be aware of the risk incurred by consuming creek water) were
below levels of concern, cancer risks for trespassers were less
than 4xlO~8, and neither federal water quality criteria or State
water quality standards are exceeded at the completion of the
remedial action.

6.2.3 Ingestion of Contaminated Soils

The risk assessment evaluated three soil exposure settings: exposures of
site trespassers under current site use; exposure of construction workers
during future site development; and exposure of current and future residents,
these uses could result in persons coning into direct contact with
contaminants in the soil and being exposed through the soil ingestion and
dermal absorption routes of exposure.

The U.S. EPA Mta0t developed standard soil ingestion exposure assumptions
as it has fox̂ ^̂ ping water exposures. Information on soil ingestion
exposures wâ ^̂ B̂ d and representative soil ingestion rates were selected.
These exposux̂ Ppmrios and ingestion rates are presented in Section 6.5.

Dermal absorption is also a potential exposure route associated with soil
contact. Calculations in the risk assessment indicated exposures through
dermal absorption were two orders of magnitude less than exposures through
soil ingestion. Because of this, risks associated with soil ingestion were
assumed to be representative of direct contact soil exposures.
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Access to the site is not currently restricted, and accordingly a trespassing
individual (including children) could reach the site and ingest contaminated
soil. Risks to site residents and construction workers were also calculated.

The risk assessment identified a potential risk frcn ingesting conta.--r.ated
soils at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Carcinogenic risk reaches a high of
2xl'j~3 to a resident in the boiler house who ingests soil frcn 0 to 14 feet
with the highest detected concentrations of PAKs and PCBs. This sare soil
provided the highest cumulative nor carcinogenic HI at 10,000 due to
consurption of soil ccr.tair.ing inorganic contaninants (residential child—
worst case sceraric) .

Soil and sedinert ingestion risks under the three different scenarios
(residential, trespass, and construction) are surrarized in Table 6-5.

6.2.4 Airborne Contaminant Inhalation

Or.-site exposures under current land use conditions may include risks frcn
the inhalation of volatilized or resuspended contaminants. The presence of
contaminants in surface soil, sub-surface soil, and groundwater presents the
potential for inhalation exposures. Inhalation risks for trespassers were
calculated separately for exposures to volatilized and resuspended
contaninants.

Airborne contaminant concentrations at the site boundaries were assumed to be
equivalent to airborne concentrations on-site. Risks were calculated for a
70kg adult who is exposed for 12 hours/day, 7 days/week, for 20 years.
Exposure was assured to occur during the sumner months when predicted
concentrations from volatilization were at the highest levels. Cumulative
risk levels reached highs of IxlCT6 for inhalation of volatilized
contaninants (vinyl chloride, methylene chloride) and 2xlO~7 for inhalation
of resuspended material by a site boundary resident.

Table 6-6 sunnarizes risk frcn ambient air inhalation.

6.3 Tcocicity Assessment

The assessment addressed contaminants in terms of two categories of toxicity;
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health effects. Carcinogenic Patency
Factors (CFFŝ Mg Reference Dose Factors (RfDs) for chemicals detected at
the site arrfl̂ BBted In Table 6-7 and Table 6-8, respectively.

6.4 TllllliH ê ^̂ BJI fllHIM I HI i I ll J i l l
iHR*

The risk asseettvlt for the Laskin Poplar Oil site did not address the total
risk associated with the site. Firstly, standards or critical toxicity
values do not exist for every chemical detected at the site. Secondly, all
exposure pathways and their associated routes of exposure could not be
quantified.



The adverse potential risks associated with the site are svamarized below.

Surface Water

o Although there are pathways for the release of contaminants to
Canetery Creek, the potential expos-ores do not appear to pose an
unacceptable risk. Based on concentrations projected at the creek,
trespassers are at an excess cancer risk level less than 4xlO~̂ ,
ard releases of groundvater into Ceretery Creek are not predicted
to exceed any federal AWQCs or State Water Quality Standards.

Grourrivatar

o There are no current exposures associated with groundwater, but if
residential wells were installed on-site, residents would be
exposed to a excess lifetime cancer risk ranging from 2x10"̂  to
IxlO"6, and concentrations of noncarcinogens at levels that exceed
their respective RfDs.

Soil and Sedirent

o Trespassers could be exposed to PCDD/PCDF, PAHs, and PCBs in
surface soil that could yield an excess lifetime cancer risk of
2xlO~6.

o Trespassers in the boiler house could be exposed to PCDO/PODF
contamination that could yield an excess lifetime cancer risk of
2xlO"4.

o Boiler house soil has lead concentrations of 212,000 ing/kg that
could cause trespassers to intake lead at over 400 times the RfD.

o Trespassers in the greenhouse could be exposed to excess lifetime
cancer risks of 4xlO~7 to 3xlO~7 fror\ PAHs and dieldrin.

o Contact with retention pond sediment and soope by trespassers
could yield excess lifetime cancer risks of 3xlO~5 due to PAH and
PCB contamination.

o Construction activities at the site could lead to excess lifetime
cancer risks of 3x10"* front contact with PAHs and PCBs in surface

•oil.
idents could be exposed to PAH and PCB

that yields excess lifetime cancer risks of 2xlO~3
on contaminants present at 0 to 2 feet and 2xlO~3

baaed on contaminants present at 0 to 14 feet.

Contact with contaminated surface soil could be a potential
exposure route to animals, although specific animal risks were not
quantified.



There is no current unacceptable risk, associated with arbier.t air
inhalation at the site. The excess lifetime risk associated with
arbient air inhalation at the sito ra:xges frcn i:C10~6 to 5xlO~8 .
The noncarcinogenic ha: art index is less than. one.

The risk assessment is subject to urcertair.ty frcr, a variery of sources

o Sampling and analysis
o Fate and transport estiraticn
o Exposure estimation
o lexicological data

"Jncertainty factors in the risk assessner.t due to uncertainty comon to risk
assessments in general are summarized in Table 6-9. Uncertainty factors in
this particular site's risk assessment ire summarized in Table 6-10.

6.5 Analytical Methods

The risk assessment calculated doses for these contaninants of concern found
on-site at concentrations higher than background. Noncarcinogenic risks were
estimated by calculating a Hazard Index (HI) , the ratio of the exposure dose
to the acceptable chronic intake. Cancer risks were estimated by multiplying
the average lifetime exposure dose by the CPF.

IT. general, the RfD is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an
order of magnitude) of a daily exposure to the human population (including
sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
deleterious effects during a lifetime. The RfD is generally expressed in
units of milligrams per kilogram of body weight per day (mg/kq/day) .

The HI approach assumes dose additivity, which means that the estimated daily
intake of each chemical is divided by its RfD and the resulting quotients are
surged. The resulting sun is the HI. Any single chemical with a daily
intake greatsjyti|p the RfD will cause the HI to exceed unity. Of course,
the hazard i^lE^n exceed unity even if no single chemical exceeds its RfD.
When the H X H f e one, there may be concern for a possible noncarcinogenic
health

The dose-response relationship for carcinogens is expressed as a CPF or slope
factor. CPFs are presented in units of the inverse of milligrams of chemical
per kilogram of body weight per day. The approach used by the U.S. EPA to
estirate the CPF from animal studies or human data assumes a dose-response
relationship with no threshold.



The potential for carcinogenic effects is evaluated by estimating excess
lifetime cancer risk. Excess lifetime career risk is the incremental
ij-icrease in the probability of developing cancer over the background
probability (i.e., if no exposure to site contaminants occurred). For
exarple, a LX1CT6 excess lifetime cancer risk reans that for every 1 Trillion
people exposed to the carcinogen throughout their lifetimes, the average
incidence of career is increased by one extra case of cancer.

Groendvater

The risk assessment ass-jned that a 70-kg adult -would drink 2 liters of
ground-water per day ever a 70-year lifetime.

Surface Water

The chenical concentration in Cemetery Creek was estimated using a four-step
process:

1. The site was divided into three distinct areas of flow (flow tubes),
each characterized by a representative discharge and concentration.

2. The average discharge was deterr-Lned for each flow tube.

3. A representative concentration for each chenical detected was determined
for each flow tube, and the estirated chemical mass loading frcr. each
flow tube to Cemetery Creek was calculated.

4. The resultant cherical concentration in Cemetery Creek was determined.

Soil

Probable average case doses for exposure were calculated based on ingesting
0.1 g/day of soil containing average contaminant levels. Worst case doses
were calculated based on ingesting 1.0 g/day of soil containing maximum
contaminant levels. The risk assessment used the resulting doses to estimate
potential risks.

To evaluate exposures associated with trespassing, the risk assessment
assumed that sit* visits by an individual (70 kg adult, 35 kg child) would be
2 days per uaslfĉ fc, WMifcs of the year (surmer months) for 10 years.
Ingestion «oqĵ ^̂ R*lculations for a site resident assumed a body weight of
70 kg, dailŷ ^̂ HpWtai, 70 year lifetime, and 70 year, full-time exposure.

Exposure caletaKIflNi for construction workers assumed a 70 kg worker would
be ingesting contaminated soil for 8 hours/day, 5 days/week, for a period of
1 year.
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No quantitative en-site amrient air qualify sampling was perfonned during the
?»vise II RI, and the inhalation exposure is based entirely upon modeling
efforts.

FcsoLble release nechar.isrs include volatilization of organic corpounds from
the subsurface and mechar.ical res-aspens ion of both organic and inorganic
co-pounds in the surface soil.

The risk assessment assumed that the volatile contaminant levels in the
subsurface were at equilibrium bef-een the pore air, the soil, and the
groundwater for estimating the release of VOCs.

The assessment assumed the airborne concentration of respirable suspended
material was 100 ug/n3. It was further assumed that all of the airborne
raterial was derived from the surface soil at the site. The resulting
airborne concentrations of contaminants were the product of the surface soil
concentration and a rass loading of 100 ug/n3.

6.4 Potential Future Risks

Although the site is not operating, there is no site development, and
ground-water is not being used for drinking water purposes, there is still a
potential threat of future contaminant releases that nay endanger public
health and the environment. A major remedial action objective for the site
is to reduce this threat of future contaminant releases in addition to
reducing current risks identified in the risk assessment. Several factors
contribute to the potential threat of future releases.

The major concern of the site are the source waste oils contained in pits and
tanks. This major concern is being addressed as part of the Source Removal
Operable unit (see Section 4.0). This second remedial action deals basically
with the residual contamination contained in soils, sediments, groundwater,
and the boiler house area.

7.0 DOOMO/TATtON OF SIQTCFICNfr CHANGES

This Record of Decision selects Alternative 3A, as described in the Proposed
Plan, as the preferred remedial alternative for the Laskin Poplar Oil site.
the U.S. EPA has) reviewed and responded to all comments received from the
interested Pijfjjjtf including those from the State and neighboring
oarrunities,̂ ^H§ the public cement period. Cements were made on
Alternative ^^Bft other remedial alternatives. Based on the public
cements, thJMeV EPA has determined that there is no need for any
significant changes to Alternative 3A.

In the event that additional data or information during the design of the
remedy reveals the need for a modification, the U.S. EPA will notify the
public of any changes to the remedy presented here in this Record of
Decision.



8.0 DESCRIPTION OF

The U.S. EPA identified potential risks that should be addressed try- remedial
reverse actions at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. These risks are associated
with: direct contact with, incidental ingestior. or inhalation of
contaminated soils and certain sedinerts on-site; direct contact with,
incidental ingest ion cr L-halation of contaminated soils in the greenhouse
area; direct contact with, incidental ingestion or ir,ha]aticr. of contaminated
soils and ash xn the boiler house, and ingestion of on-site contaminated
ground water.

TV.s FS identified technologies that could eliminate or reduce the risks for
each of these nedia. These rediun-specif ic technologies were screened based
on corpatibility with waste and site characterization. The surviving
technologies were then assertled into site-wide renedial alternatives. The
FS then evaluated the alternatives based on protectiveness; long and short-
tarn effectiveness; nesting applicable, relevant, and appropriate
requirements; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune; irrplenentability,
and cost. This evaluation process was carried out according to procedures
specified by the U.S. EPA in CERCLA, SARA, the NCP, and the U.S. EPA guidance
documents including Interim. Guidance or. Superfund Selection of Remedy (OSWER
Directive No. 9355.0-19, December 24, 1986) and Interim Final Guidance for
Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA
(CSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01, October, 1983).

The alternatives to reduce site risks that are evaluated in detail include a
no action alternative, and eight other alternatives. The eight other
alternatives range fron one which relies upon containment of waste, with
little or no treatment, up to an alternative that relies almost completely
upon treatment, to reduce site risks. The FS looked at alternatives
involving treatment in order to red-ace the toxicity, mobility, or volume of
site wastes.

Each of the eight renedial alternatives evaluated in detail is described
briefly below. The descriptions include containment corponents, treatment
ccrponents, institutional controls, estimated time for implementation, cost
(estimated to two significant figures), overall protection, and compliance
with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). Section
9.0, which describes the coiparative analysis of the alternatives, supplies
additional detaf^an these subjects.

The U.S. EPfe^^Hptred to evaluate a "No Action" alternative. Under this
alternative, fflHFuould be no further site remediation performed beyond the
waste materials addressed in the Source Renoval Operable Unit. No additional
costs or tine would be required beyond the source removal action.



Institutional controls and use restrictions would be irposed to prohibit site
use, land development, and ground-water extraction. Access restrictions
would also be enforced to prevent any interference or vandalism at the site.

U.S. EFA would recormend that on-site residents terporarily relocate
during construction of the remedy fcr safety reasons. Stringent measures
would be taken to ens-ore the health and safety of workers on-site as well as
the local residents near the site.

Alternative 2 relies mainly on containment, institutional controls, and
ronitoring. Containment of soil prevents expos-ore to contaminated soils.
Restricting ground -vater use en-site -would be effective in eliminating risks
from drinking this ground water. Fencing -would restrict access to the site.
Potential future risks, as described in Section 6.3, would be reduced.
However, Alternative 2 allows further generation of contaminated groundvater
by potential release of contaminants in soil. Further, Alternative 2 does
not meet State of Ohio closure requirements for solid or hazardous waste
landfills, which has been identified as an ARAR.

costs of Alternative 2 and the estimated time for implementation are as
follows:

Capital Cost: 5 3,300,000
Present Worth 0 & M Costs: 5 1,400,000
Total Costs: S 4,700,000
Time to Implement: 1 year

NOTE: The estimated total present worth of the alternatives described in
Sections 8.3 through 8.8 do not take into account the planned activities from
the Souroe Removal Operable Unit activity currently under design by the ERPs.
Significant cost savings can be made if the planned incineration of the waste
oils, sludge, and saturated soils take place at the same time the final
remedial alternative is implemented. The total costs for alternatives 3
through 6 which involve thermal treatment of soils and dicodn-ccritaminated
material, can be reduced by approximately $3,000,000 to $4,000,000. The
reduction in cost is based en site preparation, mobilization, and
demobilization of the incinerator.

8.3 Alternative 3A

Alternative 3A has the sane components as Alternative 2 with the exception of
the soil cover ̂ Additionally, Alternative 3A incorporates a groundwater
control systMflHtthernal treatment of dioxin-contaminated material.

The groundwal̂ ^^Hrol system is a combination of a multi-layer cap and
groundwater ^̂ ^H|bn trench up-gradient from the site. The diversion trench
would collect^pfridient groundwater and re-direct the groundwater around
the site and discharge to Cenetary Creek where it would continue its normal
flow pattern. This diversion trench would prevent regional groundwater from
passing through contaminated soils. The multi-layer cap would significantly
reduce infiltration of surface water into the contaminated soils. Together,
these two technologies would virtually eliminate further generation of
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contaminated groundwater and effectively de-vater the site. Safe Drinking
Water Act (SOKA) MCLs would not apply to the remedy because the ground-water
IT. the shallow aquifer beneath the site would be virtually eliminated.

The multi-layer cap would be placed ever scils with greater than
excess lifetime cancer risk levels and a total hazard index greater than one.
Frier to cap installation, a detailed geotechnical irr/estigation would be
corcTjcxad to measure ths. properties of the soil and clay used to ocns'oract
the cap. The purpose of this investigation woild be to determine the
stability of these materials under flood conditions. The cover would then be
ccrstructsd with side slopes flat enough to protect the contained area from
•damage due to flooding. In addition, the cap would be constructed , operated,
and maintained tc ensure its performance in containing contaminated soils.
This alternative does neet Ohio closure require.-er.ts for solid waste
landfills and requirements for landfill closure outlined under 40 CFR
§264.310. The cap would be designed and constructed to promote drainage,
minimize the erosion of the cover, and provide long-term minimization of
migration of liquids through the underlying contaminated soils.

Alternative 3A incorporates treatment cf source material. The contarinated
soil to be treated contains dioxin and RCRA- listed wastes (including, but not
limitad to, K035, F001, and FOO5) . DicxLn-contaminated soil, ash, and
debris would be incinerated on-site by a mobile incinerator. Approximately
300 c.y. of dioxin-contaminated material fror, the boiler house area would be
incinerated. The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, and
hazardous characteristics (RCRA characteristic waste tests) . Analytical
results would be ccnpared to the U.S. EPA's delisting criteria. If levels do
not exceed the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-
site beneath the cap. If the ash does not meet the delisting criteria, the .
ash would be disposed of off-site in a RCRA hazardous waste facility. The
ash would be required to meet the treatnent standards specified in the land
Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 263) for any restricted RCRA-listed waste
(including, but not limited to, KD35, FOCI, and FOC5) it contained prior to
disposal off-site.

Dioxin-contaminated structures would be dismantled and decontaminated or
thermally treated. Dioxin material that could not be decontaminated or
incinerated, would be stored on-site in a concrete vault as described under
Alternative 2.

Alternative
monitoring,

The costs o
alternative

the ground-̂ ter monitoring, surface water
restrictions already described under Alternative 2.

iv« 3A and the estimated time to inpleroent this

Capital Cost:
Present Worth 0 4 M Costs:
Total Costs:
Time to Implement:

S 10,000,000
$ 1,300,000
$ 11,000,000
2 years
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8.4 Alternative 3B

Alternative 3B has the sare ccrponer.ts as altarrative 3A except that the
contarinated groundwater is addressed in a different ranner. Alternative 3B
provides a perneable soil cover rather than an irperreable multi-layer cap
over. The soil cover would allow rainfall to percolate through the
cont-v-L-iated soils and enter groundvater. A grourdwater collection trench
would be ir.stalled downgradient from the site rather than a diversion trench
as described in Altt-rrative 3A. The trench would collect groundwater flow
passing through the sits. Groundwater vould then be treated and discharged
to Cer«tery Creek, at levels below that required to maintain AWQCs in
Ceretery Creek.

A cartLnation of air stripping and activated carbon would be used to treat a
flow rate estimated at 5 gallons per minute. Total volume of contaminated
groundwater with contaminant concentrations that result in risk above the
IxlO"6 level is (based upon 10% porosity) 650,000 gallons. The ground-water
treat-rent system would be designed to produce effluent that meets the
discharge standards of the required National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) perr.it. Groundvater and surface water monitoring would be
performed. Influent and treated groundvater effluent would be monitored
regularly as required per the NPDES permit.

Based upon the predicted rate of contaronant movement and the alignment of
the groundwater collection system, the tine required to reduce contaminant
levels in the groundwater to below MCLs is estijnated to be greater than 50
years.

The soil cover would consist of a well-corpacted, low-permeability cover at
least 24 inches thick. The soil cover would be placed over the sane area of
contaminated soils as previously described in alternative 3A. This top soil
layer would be planted with grass. However, the soil cover would not meet
Ohio closure requirements for solid waste landfills.

The costs and tune to implement Alternative 3B are listed below:

Capital Cost: $ 8,700,000
Present Worth 0 & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 11,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years

8.5 Altema

Alternative 4^^^Mvrtical to Alternative 3A, except that a volume of highly
contaninatad ̂HHp> tharmally treated along with the dicxin-oontairvinated
material. ConKDtttAd soils that exceed 10~3 excess cancer risk levels,
approximately equivalent to 3,000 c.y., would be thermally treated.

Contaminated soils in excess of 10~3 excess cancer risk were defined in the
RI. These soils are contaranated prirarily with PAHs, PCBs, and lead.
Incineration would be effective in destroying the organic contaminants in
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soil. However, incineration would not address the lead or any heavy netals
contained in scils.

The reside ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, and hazardous
characteristies (RGPA characteristic w?.ste tests) . Analytical results would
be co-pared to the U.S. EPA's delistLng criteria. If levels do not exceed
the delistLng criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-site beneath
the cap. If the ash does not neet the delisting criteria, the ash would be
disposed of off-site in a RCRA hazardous wasta facility. The ash would be
required to Tneet the treatnent standards specified in the Land Disposal
Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268) for any RCRA-listed waste (including, but not
liru,ted to, KD35, F001, and F005) it ccntaL-ed prior to disposal off-site.
Off-site disposal of 3000 c.y. of residue ash would increase the total cost
of this alterrative by $1,200,000. As in Alternative 3, ash resulting fron
the incineration of dicxin-contarinated soil, ash, and debris may require
disposal to an off-site RCRA hazardous waste facility (if not delistable).
Off-site disposal would cost an additional $ 120,000.

The costs and tire to irplerer.t Altarrative 4A are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 12,000,000
Present Worth 0 & M Costs: 5 1,300,000
Total Costs: $ 13,000,000
Tine to Irplenent: 2 years

8.6 Alternative 4B

Alternative 4B is identical to Alternative 3B, except that a volune of highly
contarinated soil is thermally treated along with the dioxin-contaninated
material. Contaminated soils that exceed 10"3 excess cancer risk levels,
approximately equivalent to 3,000 c.y., would be thermally treated.

The costs and implementation tijne for Alternative 48 are as follows:

Capital Costs: $ 11,000,000
Present Worth O & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: $ 13,000,000
Time to Implement: 2 years

8.7 Alternative 5A

Alternative f^gr identical to Alternative 4A, except that a greater volune
of soil wcul^^Kincinerated. Alternative 5A defines a volume of soil
equivalent t^^lk 1<T* excess cancer risk level. This results in a volume
equivalent toQ|proxijnately 37,000 c.y.

•
As in alternative 4, residue ash has the potential of not passing the U.S.
EPA's delisting criteria for hazardous waste. Under Alternative SA,
approximately 6,000 c.y. has the potential of exceeding the delisting
criteria. This amount of residue ash would still be considered hazardous
waste and therefore would require off-site disposal to a RCSA hazardous waste



facility. Off-site disposal of 6,000 c.y. would increase the total cost of
the alternative by about $2,400,000. .The reraining 31,000 c.y. would most
lively pass the delisting criteria and ther. qualify for or.-site disposal
beneath the cap.

The costs and irrplenentation tire fcr Altarrative bA are as fclicv.-s:

Capital Costs: 5 32,000,000
rreoer.t Worth 0 & M Costs: $ 1,300,000
Total Costs: $ 33,000,000
Tine to Irplenent: 3 years

8.7 Alternative 5B

Alterrative 5B is identical to 4B except that a greater volune (37,000 c.y.)
of cor.tar.irated soils is treated as in alternative 5A.

The costs associated with Alternati%re 53 are as follows:

Capital Costs: S 31,000,000
Present Worth 0 & M Costs: $ 2,100,000
Total Costs: S 33,000,000
Tire to Irplerent: 3 years

8.8 Alternative 6

This alternative would incinerate all soils exceeding the 10~6 excess cancer
risk level, equivalent to approximately 57,000 c.y. Retention and fresh
water ponds would be drained and back filled with clean soil material as
described in Alternative 2. Surface water from the ponds would be discharged
to Cemetery Creek. All contaminated structures on-site would be demolished,
decontaminated or thermally treated, and disposed of off-site in a sanitary
landfill. Dioxin-oontaminated structures would be decontaminated and
disposed of off-site in a sanitary landfill. Those materials which can not
be decontaminated or treated would be disposed in an art-site concrete vault
and capped in accordance to PCRA storage requirements for hazardous waste.

Incinerated dioxin-contaminated soil, ash, and debris, would be dispnfavi of
on-site, assuming ash is delistable. If ash is not delistable, the ash would
be disposed in an off -sit* RCRA hazardous waste facility at an additional
cost of

Alternative fl̂ ^ f̂iiM that all soils exceeding the 10"6 excess cancer risk
level, approĴ ^^Hk 57,000 c.y., be renoved and thermally treated on-site.
Residue ash *̂ IEF <M«Pr*«rt of on-site assuming the ash is delistable and
rendered non-raEnbus. If ash is not delistable, then ash would be disposed
in an off-site PCRA hazardous waste facility. As in Alternative 4,
approximately 6,000 c.y. of residue ash has the potential of failing the U.S.
EPA's delisting criteria for the Detraction Procedure Toxicity Test due to
the lead content in soils. However, an additional 9000 c.y. of residue ash
has the potential of exceeding the standard for direct contact and incidental
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ingestion for lead. Thus 15,000 c.y. of ash may require oontainnent or off-
site disposal. This alternative does not provide a cover, therefore off-site
disposal would be required for the ash. The off-site disposal of about
15,000 c.y. of residue ash would increase the total costs of this alternative
by approximately $6,000,000.

L'nder Alternative 6 the site would be regraded with clean material to allow
proper site re-vagetation and drainage. No groundwater diversion or
collection trench would be required since all sources of contamination would
be renoved. Kcwever, grourdvater encountered or collected during the
excavation of soils would be treated and then discharged to Cemetery Creek.
This alternative allows groundwater to flow unrestricted towards Ceretery
Creek. Groundvater and surface water monitoring would be cord-acted to assess
quality of grourdvater discharging into Cenetery Creek.

Institutional controls and access restrictions would be imposed on the
property until dioxin-contarinated material in vault is removed for final
treatment and disposal. The estimated costs for this alternative are as
follows:

Capital Cost: $ 41,000,000
Present Worth 0 & M Costs: $ 1,000,000
Total Costs: $ 42,000,000
Tine to Iirplenent: 4 years

9.0 SLfrWAR* OF THE OCMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF AIOTINATIVES

The U.S. EPA used the following nine criteria to evaluate each of the
alternatives identified in the FS report. The remedial alternative selected
for the site must represent the best balance among the evaluation criteria.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses
whether a remedy adequately protects human health and the
environment and whether risks are properly eliminated, reduced, or
controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements addresses whether a remedy meets all State and
federal laws and requirements that apply to site conditions and

3. La^^^VCffftcLtveness and Permanence refers to the ability of a
f rtliably protect human health and the environment over
1 cleanup goals have been met.

Reduction of Ttndcity, Mobility, or Volume are three principal
measures of the overall performance of an alternative. The 1986
Super-fund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) emphasizes
that, whenever possible, the U.S. EPA should select a remedy that
will permanently reduce the level of toxicity of the contaminants
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at the site, the spread of contaminants away from the site, and
the volume, or amount, of contaminants at the site.

5. SJx>rt-Term Effectiveness refers to the likelihood of any adverse
irpacts to huran health or the environnent that ray be posed
during the construction and implementation period until cleanup
goals are achieved.

6. Iqplenentability is the technical and administrative feasibility
of a renedy, including the availability of materials and services
needed to irplenent the renedy.

7. Cost includes capital and operation and maintenance costs of
irplerenting a renedy.

8. State Acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI,
EA, FS, and Proposed Plan, the State of Ohio (OEPA) concurs with,
opposes, or has no cement on the alternative the U.S. EPA is
proposing as the renedy for the site.

9. Ocmunity Acceptance indicates whether the public concurs with the
renedy presented in the U.S. EPA's Proposed Plan.

9.1 O/erall Protection of Hucan Health and the Environnent

With the exception of the no-action alternative (Alternative 1), each
alternative would protect huran health and the environment.

Alternative 6 would eliminate known risks identified in the RI. It would
prevent exposure to the contarinatad soil and prevent or minimize future
release of contarlnants to groundwater and the creek. The thental treatanent
technologies to be employed would be very reliable. Use restrictions would
not be required to achieve protection goals over the long term. However, use
restrictions would be necessary prior to removal of the concrete vault.

Alternatives 3A, 4A, and 5A would prevent direct contact with or ingestion or
inhalation of contaminated soil by containing it with a multi-layer cap,
whereas Alternatives 2, 3B, 4B, and SB would provide that protection using a
soil cover. Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 would treat incrementally greater
amounts of soil. Alternatives that treat greater amounts of soil (4, 5, and
6) would be nojpre protective given that restrictions on land use are still
required.

The level of ̂ •̂Rion against contaminated groundwater is differentiated
between alte4HKs that include groundwater control ("A" alternatives),
those that incrak groundwater collection ("B" alternatives), and those with
no action taken on groundwater other than use restrictions (Alternatives 2
and 6). Assuming no action were taken other than use restrictions, the
remaining potential risk would be minor since the aquifer has poor
characteristics for use as a drinking water source and because local
residents use municipal water. Alternatives that include groundwater control



would provide additional protection fror. contaminants in ground-water by
eliminating groundwater above the urveathered shale. Groundwater cx5llection
alternatives would provide additional protection by collecting and treating
ail groundvater. Over tine this '-odd also reduce the levels of contaminants
in the soils on-site.

Alternative 2 would rarage rost of the risX-s identified in the RI, but would
not be fully protective because the ground-water 'would not be control led or
collect PQ and treated. The cover 'would prevar.t axpcsure to the contar.Lnated
soil. Draining and back-filling the pcnds would redvce future release of
ccr.tarirants to ground-water by reducing infiltration. Institutional controls
and access restrictions would prevent excavation of contaminated soil a_nd
dstris. The concrete vault would reduce direct contact with dioxjjv-
contamirated soil and debris.

Under Alternative 1, no remedial action would be conducted at the site, and
therefore risk to human health and the environnent as identified in the risk
assessment would net be reduced. As this alternative is judged to not be
protective of huran health and the enviroa-ient, Alternative 1 will be dropped
fron further consideration or discussion.

9.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate RequireDents

Alternatives 2, 3A, 3B, 4A, 43, 5A, and 5B 'would achieve the requirements of
health-based TBC criteria for soil by using a cover to prevent direct contact
with contaminated material. The soil cover in Alternatives 2, 3B, 4B, and 5B
would not corply with RCRA requirenents or OEPA requirenents for a closure
cap because of the potential higher pemeability of the cover soil than the
underlying soil. The multi-layer cap in Alternatives 3A, 4A, and 5A would be
designed to achieve the cap requirenents of ROIA and the Ohio Hazardous Waste
regulations.

dioxin vault used in all alternatives would be designed to achieve
tank and storage criteria. All alternatives would meet APARS related to
flood plains and wetlands, and fugitive emissions from grading and excavation
would be controlled so that Ohio Air Quality standards are not exceeded.

Alternative 3A, 4A, and 5A would meet groundwater quality ARARs by isolating
the contaminants from the uncontaminated groundwater and eventually
eliminating the contaminated groundwater by dewatering the site.

Al terra tiv*MdHfnB» and SB would meet ARARs pertaining to groundwater
quality by ̂ Ĥttng and treating the contaminated groundwater. These
ad ternativ«^^^B^ incorporate a ground-water treatment system which would be
designed to^l^Bb effluent that meets the discharge standards of the NPOES
permit and tflvOtto Water Quality Standards. Air stripper emissions would be
limited to levels that would meet Ohio Air Quality Standards.

Alternative 6 would achieve ARARS pertaining to groundwater quality by
removing the sources of groundwater contarination and allowing existing
contaminated groundwater to attenuate naturally.



Ohio Water Quality Standards --odd be met at the corpletion of the
rerediation under all alteratives evaluated.

recause Alternatives 3A, 33, 4A, 43, 5A, 53, and 6 would provide on-site
therral treatnent, the therral treatment unit would have to ccrply with the
technical reqjirerier.ts for a RC?A hazardous waste incinerator (RCSA
Subpirt 0: 40 CTR § 5 2 6 4 . 3 4 3 to 264.351) and with Ohio Hazardous Waste
regulations perta^-Jjxj tc design and operation of the system. Destruction
and Re.-ic\-al Efficiencies (DPZs) outlined in 40 CFR §264 .343 would have to be
ret for solvents ( 9 9 . 9 9 % ) , r_Lxed orgarJ.cs (99 .99%) and dicxin (99 .9999%) . In
addition, emissions would have to ccrply with standards fcr hazardous air
pollutants and the Ohio Arrient Air O^lity Standards.

Some of the residue fror. the therral treatnent operations right have to be
disposed of off-site at a RCRA landfill. Any containinated wastewaters
generated fron the operation that could not be treated would have to be taken
to a RCFA facility. This residue and any wastevaters to be disposed of in a
?CRA landfill rust reet treatment standards for any RCPA-listed waste
(including, but net lirited to, K035, FOCI, and FOO5) they contain as defined
'under the Land Disposal Restrictions (40 CFR Part 268) . Residue which fails
to pass the RCHA characteristic waste tests —ust undergo further treatment to
eliminate the hazardous characteristic prior to land disposal. Transport
and disposal of these wastes would have to curtly with RCPA regulations for
hazardous waste generators and U.S. Department of Transportation regulations
for transporting hazardous waste and with the U.S. EPA's off-site disposal
policy.

Alternative 6 would meet local zoning requirements for redevelopment and
achieve RCRA criteria for a clean closure once the dioxin-contaninatad
raterial is renoved fron the on-site vault and the vault is disrantled.

Because it incorporates no groundwater treatment or control, Alternative 2
would not achieve ARARs for groundwater quality; i.e., SDWA MCLs, State MCLs,
or health-based criteria that are classified as to-be-considered (TBCs). As
this alternative would not comply with ARARs, and does not provide grounds
for an ARAR waiver, Alternative 2 will be dropped from further consideration
or discussion.

ARARs for each alternative are summarized in Table 9-1.

9.3 Lora-TezakAff«ctivcness and Pernanence

with the exd^Hfeof Alternative 6, all alternatives would retain some
residual risfc^B&lying on the multi-layer cap or soil cover to prevent
direct contact Vlth contaminated soil contained on-site. While both
technologies would be reliable if maintained and if used in conjunction with
institutional controls and access restrictions, the potential for
infiltration would be less for multi-layer cap alternatives since the
geonenbrane and geotextile barrier layer, if properly installed, is nearly
inpermeable. A drainage layer present in the multi-layer cap allows fi
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dralnage of water that infiltrates the top layer, allowing seeping water to
be reroved, reducing the possibility that the water would penetrate the
barrier layer.

Alternatives that include groundvater collection ard treatnent would require
long-term operation and maintenance of a collection/treatrent systar. and
er.forcenent of aquifer use restrictions to provide long-tern protection from
consM-ption of contaminated groundvater. Although it appears unlikely that
the shallow aquifer groundvater would be used, the alternatives that include
groundvater control would avoid the need for long-term aquifer use
restrictions altogether. The reliaoility of the "B" alternatives in
preventing off-site migration of contaminated groundvater would depend upon
maintenance of the groundvater collection and treatment system.

Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 48, 5A, and 5B lie between Alternatives 2 and 6 in
terns of long-term effectiveness and reliability, since they would achieve
renoval and treatment of sane contaminated soil. Because these alternatives
would provide adequate protection over the long term, the most significant
differences between Alternatives 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 5A, and 5B relate to their
long-term reliability. Alternatives 3A and 3B would provide only slightly
greater reliability since only a very srall portion of the total mass of
contar.inar.ts would be treated. Alternatives 4A and 48 would be nearly as
reliable as Alternatives 5A and 58, since the contaminated soil near the
ground surface would be rercved and treated. Alternative 6 would provide the
highest degree of long-term effectiveness since no contaminated media would
be left at the site following corpletion of the work (including the removal
of the dioxin-contaminated material in the vault). Alternative 6 is the only
alternative that does not rely on long-term maintenance or monitoring.

9.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Alternative 6 would achieve the greatest level of toxicity reduction by
treating all contajninatsd soil. It should be noted, however, that the mass
of contaminants removed is not directly proportional to the volume of soil
treated. For example, the incremental mass of contaminants removed in
Alternative 6 is only 20 percent more than the contaminant mass removed in
Alternatives 5A or 5B, although Alternative 6 treats over 54 percent more
soil (by volume) than Alternatives 5A or 5B.

Under Alternative* 3B, 4B, and 5B, groundwater treatment would not achieve a
major reduct̂ H f̂t th» tcodcity of contaminants on-site. Less than 10
percent of t̂ ^^Bft of contaminants on-site are estimated to be present in
the saturat̂ ^^ r̂and groundwater. Much more significant reductions in the
toxicity of̂ ^^Bjfcaminants cm-site would be achieved with soil thermal
treatment. •H|ibPtijnated that Alternatives 4A and 48 would achieve a 5
percent reduccSari'in the volume of contaminated soil, and that Alternatives
5A and 5B would achieve a 60 percent reduction.

Alternative 3A would use the least amount of treatment by thermally treating
300 c.y. of contaminated soil and an undetermined arount of debris.



9.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternatives 3A and 3B would provide the nost imediate benefits and least
short-term risk to the corrur.ity. All alternatives would res-alt in a small,
terpcrary increase in risk to the corr-unity fron generation of contarinated
dust. This potential risk would be slightly greater for alternatives that
involve excavation and therral treatrent because of more extensive soil
handling and the potential release of VOCs daring excavation. These risks
would be mitigated using ccrrcr. construction techniques to rinimize dost.
Arbient air monitoring during construction would indicate whether there was
any need for additional mitigative measures.

Alternatives that provide grourdvater control would achieve their goal iruch
faster (approximately 2 years following implenentatior.) than groundvater
collection and treatment (rcre than 50 years) . Restrictions on groundvater
use would prevent direct exposure during de-watering of the site aquifer.

7c assess potential aquatic L-pacts during dewatering of the site aquifer,
estimated concentrations in the surface water were corrpared to federal AWQCs
and to both proposed and existing Ohio Water Quality Standards. Corparisons
were made both inside and outside the raxing zone. The predicted surface
water concentrations outside the rlxing zone were made by diluting the
highest groundvater contar-Lrar.t concentrations with the creek flow estimates.
As groundwater discharges to the creek, there would be approximately a 60:1
dilution ratio of creek water to groundvater. Most of the chemicals in the
gToundwater are VOCs and would be expected to volatilize once they are
discharged to the creek. Therefore, the predicted surface water
concentrations are seen to be conservative estimates. None of the estimated
surface water concentrations outside the mixing zone exceeded any of the
federal AWQCs.

Inside the mixing zone, the surface water contaminant concentrations were
assumed to be the maximum groundwater contaminant concentrations to preclude
any assumptions about dilution effects (actual contaminant levels should be
lower due to dilution). Separate federal mixing zone criteria were not
available, so the mixing zone concentrations were cotpared directly to
federal AWQCs. Mixing zone concentrations exceeded the federal AWQCs for
DOT and hexavalent chrccuum. Ho other chemicals exceeded the federal AWQCs.

The Ohio Water Quality Standards contain acute criteria within the mixing
zone. No mixinUDm concentrations exceeded any of these acute standards.

It is impo:
determinati

the very conservative assumptions used in this
ions are as follows:

Ly detected in one monitoring well on-site, but it was
assumed the contaminant existed at this concentration in a much
larger area (the entire flow tube) for the purposes of the risk
assessment.

Analysis of ĝ rouridv3tter was performed for total chromium
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(hexavalent and trivaler.t) concentration, but the risk assessment
assuned the chroni'jn concentration was entirely due to hexavalent
chrorduni.

o T -̂.e maxirsur. cherical ccncer.traticn detected in each flow tube is
ccrsidered to represent the che.-j.cal concentration of the entire
flow tube.

The result cf the conservative approach to the water quality investigation
vas the finding that even in the worst possible case, AWQCs would only be
exceeded for two cor.tar.irar.ts, the period cf exceedence would be brief, and
the water qualify standards will not be exceeded at the completion of the
renedy (when the aquifer is de-va tared) .

Alternatives that include therral treatment pose a possible increased risk to
the cornunity from therral treatment erissicns. Proper operation of thermal
treatment unit will not pose a significant increase in risk to the ccroonity.
Alternatives 3A and 3B would expose the public to this possible risk for the
shortest anount of tine.

Alternatives that include therral treatrer.t cf soil -would not achieve
renedial action goals as quickly as cor. tainnent -only alternatives. The
increased tine required for therral treatrent would be 4 months for
Alternatives 3A and 3B, 8 nonths for Alterrative 4A and 4B, 20 months for
Alternative 5A and 5B, and 30 months for Alternative 6.

9.6 Inplesnentability

Of the alternatives involving therral treatment, Alternative 3A would be the
easiest alternative to irplenent, requiring a cap and construction of the
diversion trench but not requiring permits for discharge of treated
groundwater to the creek. Implementation of Alternative 3A would be
corplicated by the need for mobilizing, startup, and testing of an on-site
incinerator, but this requirement holds true for all alternatives other than
Alternatives 1 or 2.

Additional obstacles to irplenent ing Alternative 3B include the permitting,
construction, and operation of the groundwater collection and treatment
system. An NTOES permit would be required for discharge of treated effluent
to Cemetery Creek. Alternatives 4A and 4B, 5A and SB, and 6 would be
progressively JBC* difficult to implement, requiring treatment of
ircrenentaligMMlb«r quantities of soil. Other than the tine required to
ccrplete tt^Hfe*"* action, there are few differences between the

of Alternatives 4A and 4B, 5A and 5B, and 6.

9.7 Cost

The most significant factor affecting capital cost is the quantity of soil
treated. Sane economy of scale would be achieved for thermal treatanent of
greater volumes of soil since mobilization and demobilization costs would be
essentially the same between alternatives. Use of an incinerator already



mobilized on-site (like the one required for the Source Removal Operable
Unit) would significantly reduce cost of these two alternatives. An
estimated $3 million to $4 million of the capital cost associated with the
mobilization, startup, testing, and demobilization of the on-site incinerator
could be deducted fron the estirated capital cost if the treatment unit for
the Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action '.ere already on-site,
tested, and available.

Lu.e cost cf cape ing is greater than the cost ot a soil cover, the "A"
alternatives have a higher capital cost than the "3" counterparts. "B"
alternatives have a higher C«.M cost beca:;se of operation of the groundwater

9.8 State Acceptance

The State of Ohio dees not concur with the U.S. EPA's selection of
Alternative 3A as the preferred remedial alternative for the Laskin Poplar
Oil site. The State has expressed a preference for Alternative 6.

9.9 Ccmunity Acceptance

The U.S. EFA's preferred remedial alternative for the Laskin Poplar Oil site
was presented at the start of the public coment period through distribution
of a fact sheet, publication of display advertisements in the Ashtabula
County Sentinel, on April 17 and 24; the Jefferson Gazette, on April 20;
the Valley News, on April 12 and 19; and the Pyma News, on April 12 and 19.
The advertisement informed the public of the placement of the proposed plan
and public conment FS in the site information repositories. A formal public
meeting to discuss the proposed plan was held in Jefferson, Ohio on April 26,
1989. Cements received indicate that most residents are supportive of the
U.S. EPA's preferred alternative.

Several residents expressed concern about the U.S. EPA's proposed
incineration of wastes and contaminated soils. Citizens are concerned that
the U.S. EPA provide close inspection and oversight during the actual
incineration process at the site. Citizens are mainly concerned about
emissions front the incinerator stack entering the air, and noise during
incinerator operations. Residents requested that a strict monitoring program
be enforced and that the U.S. EPA make sure that the results are provided to
the public. It is recommended that the U.S. EPA facilitate a means of
informal oontMfc with the local community by setting up a network with
community re^flBfefcatives. Further, the U.S. EPA will require that
correct ive a^^HBprogram options be developed as part of the monitoring
program. 'B^^^HTallow prompt response if emissions exceed levels at any
compliance P^^^ffc the monitoring system.

Finally, several residents expressed concern that the U.S. EPA's preferred
alternative represents a conceptual design, specific elements of which will
be determined later with limited input from local residents. To address this



concern, the U.S. EPA will consider extending the Laskin Poplar Oil
Information Ccrr^ttee through the reredial desigr/renedial action phase of
this project.

Public aorre.-.ts en the proposed plar. and the FS are a5iressed in the
Respcnsiveness Surrary, attached to this document.

10.0 THE SEL£X7TSD REMEDY

Based on the findings of the Rerediai Investigation and the Feasibility
Study, and the evaluation of the nine criteria for the Laskin Poplar Oil
site, the U.S . EPA has selected Alternative 3A. In the judgement of the U.S.
EPA, Alternative 3A represents the best balance arong the evaluation criteria
and satisfies the statutory requirements of protectiveness, corpliance with
ARARs, cost-effectiveness, the utilization of perranent solutions and
treatment to the raxLrur. extent practicable.

The irajor ccrpc.-.̂ r.ts cf the selected reredy consist of the following:

o Drain retention and freshwater ponds. Discharge surface water
fror. ponds to Cemetery Creek, with treatment if required.
Backfill freshwater pond with clean fill and grade retention pond
area,

o TV.erraliy treat contaminated soil, ash, and debris from
the boiler house area and dispose of ash on-site (if
delistabie) or off-site in a RCRA landfill,

o Derolish and therrally treat or decontaminate dioxin-
contarinated structures. Tf material can not be
decontarinated or thenrally treated, contain iraterial in
an on-site concrete vault and place beneath the cap for
temporary storage until proper effective disposal can be
secured for the material,

o Construct a groundwater diversion trench up-gradient of
the contar_Lnated soil and groundwater.

o Construct a multi-layer cap over soils in exceedance of
10~6 excess lifetime cancer risk level or Total Hazard
Index of 1.

o De-vater site by natural groundwater flow to Cemetery Creek.
o Conduct groundwater and surface water monitoring to

assess quality of groundwater migrating towards Cemetery
Creak.

and use restrictions.

Alternative IBpcvides treatment of contaminated material front the boiler
house area. •§•*• this treatment may not be considered a primary ocrponent
of Alternative 3A, the principal threat of the Laskin Poplar Oil site is
being addressed with the thermal treatment of waste oils, sludge, and
saturated soils in the Source Renoval Operable Unit.

Alternative 3A addresses all reraining public health and environmental
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threats posed by contaminated media at the site not addressed by the Source
Removal Operable Unit.

10.1 Drain Freshwater and Retention Ponds

The freshwater and retention ponds en-site would be drained to Ceretery Creek
to reduce infiltration to groundvater, ard the freshwater pond -would be
filled with clean fill. The retention pond would be reqraded. Sarpling of
surface water -would be conducted prior to discharging surface water into
Ceretery Creek. If levels detected exceed the Chio Water Quality Standards,
or the federal A>̂ Cs, treatment will be required prior to discharging water.
Farther analysis for waters of both ponds will be required at the tire of
discharge to verify that the discharge will cause no violation of STDES
requ i remen ts.

10.2 Structures

The boiler house will be demolished ard decor.tarinated or thermally treated.
If the diox in-contaminated structures cannot be decontaminated or thermally
treated, they will be disposed of in a concrete vault on-site. Any untreated
contaminated soils, ash, and debris fror. within in the boiler house will also
be disposed of in the concrete vault on-site. The concrete vault will be
placed on-site beneath the soil cover. The storage of dioxin material is a
temporary measure until a technology is developed and proven to address
dioxin material. This dioxin-contarinated material will be removed and
disposed of when appropriate treatment is available, and the storage vault
will be monitored and maintained in the interim.

The greenhouse structures would be dismantled and decontaminated.
Contaminated soils from within the greenhouse area would be consolidated with
contaminated soils near the pits and tanks, to be placed under the cap. The
greenhouse area would then be reqraded and vegetated to allow for proper
drainage.

10.3 Multi-Layer cap

Contaminated soils from the greenhouse (approximately 500 c.y.) would be
consolidated with approximately 57,000 c.y. of contaminated soils that
exceed a LxlO"6 excess cancer risk and total hazard index greater than 1.0.
The contaminated soils would be contained beneath a soil/geomembrane multi-
layer cap approtttafttely 3.5 acres in size. The cap cover would prevent
direct contadĵ B̂L contaminated soils and the georenbrane/geotextile liner
would signî ^̂ B̂i reduce the infiltration of surface water through the
cover. Thê ^̂ Ĥd met the State of Ohio requirements for landfill
closure and flHKtlinsd under 40 CFR §264.310.

While the cap specifications will be finalized in the design process, it is
anticipated that the cap will consist of a gecnenbrane/geotextile liner
overlain by a drainage layer, a geotextile filter, a layer of fill soil, and
a layer of topsoil. Infiltration collected by the drainage layer will be
discharged to Cenetery Creek. To provide a stable slope for the cap, about



26,000 c.y. of contarinated soil would be moved to achieve the desired
grading. An estimated 50,000 c.y. of clean soil would be irported to
construct the cap. The cap would net expand ir.to the floodplain area around

stery Creek.

10.4 Grccindwater Control

Ground-water f lev ing t^vard the site would be diverted to Ceretery Creek. A
diversion trench -would be constructed up-gradier.t of tne capped area, in
order to ir.tercept all ground-water flow in the shallow aquifer moving
northward toward the site. A drain in the trench would conduct the
intercepted flow directly to Ceretery Creek. Treatment would not be required
beca-^se the upgradier.t ground-water is not contaminated. Although the trench
and cap would de-water the site, ground-water and surface water monitoring
would still be provided because hazardous substances would be contained on-
site. SDisA MCLs would not apply due to the dewataring of the aquifer beneath
the site.

Under Alternative 2A, a long-term ncnitoring progran would be inplenented to
nonitor contaminant concentrations and rigration. This program would include
the installation of additional monitoring wells north of the Laskin Poplar
Oil site. The nor.itcri.ng progran would be designed to assess the quality of
ground-water reaching Ceretery Creek. Additionally, the program would sample
water from the upper and lower aquifers that may flow under Cemetery Creek
and join regional ground-vater flow. At a minimum, the program would meet
the substantive requirements for ground-water monitoring under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RGRA) as described in 40 CFR Part 264,
Subpart F.

Water in Ceretery Creek will be monitored to ensure no short term acute
health risk to exposed individuals or aquatic organisms during the dewatering
of the shallow aquifer beneath the site.

Alternative 3A relies mainly on containment, institutional controls, and
monitoring. Containment of soil prevents exposure to contaminated soils.
Restricting ground-water us* on-site would be effective in eliminating risks
from drinking this ground water. Fencing would restrict access to the site.
Potential future risks, as described in Section 10.8, would be reduced.

The trench would consist of a biodegradable slurry lined with a geotextile
filter. The^ffifc, would be approximately 1,170 feet long, and would be
excavated to^^HBfc ranging between 26 and 40 feet. The trench would be
back filled^^^^Kjpel to a depth of about 5 feet below the existing ground
surface. cJ^^^BIlr would be placed above the gravel.

10.5 IncineriCWn of Contaminated Material

Alternative 3 A proposes to incinerate approximately 300 c.y. of contaminated
material fror. the boiler house area. This contaminated material would be in
addition to the existing volume of contaminated material to be incinerated in
the SROU. The residue ash would be tested for hazardous constituents, and



hazardous characteristics (RCPA characteristic waste tests). Analytical
results would be corpared to the U.S. EPA's delisting criteria. If levels do
net exceed the delisting criteria, the residue ash would be disposed of on-
site beneath the cap. If the ash does not neet the delisring criteria, the
ash wcvild be disposed of off-site in a RGRA hazardous waste facility. The
ash residue nust meet the RCRA treatrent standards for incineration of soil
ccr.tai.-ing hazardous waste outlined in 40 CFR §264.343. These standards
include a QRZ of 99.93ss for solvents and nixed orgardcs, and a CFZ of
99.9999% for dicxin. 40 CFR §761.70 specifies a required CF£ of 99.9999%
for incineration cf FCBs in ccncentrations greater than 50 parts per million
(per.) .

10.6 Concrete Vault

Dioxin-contaminated debris that can not be decontaminated or treated would be
dismantled and placed in a concrete vault neeting RCRA tank and storage
requirenents. The concrete vault would have to contain approximately 600
c.y. of raterial (based on a conservative esti-ate) and would be placed
beneath the cap. Containment of these raterials would be temporary until
treatment or disposal technologies becone available for dicxin-contardnated
raterials.

10.7 Groundwater and Î nd Use Restrictions

Restrictions on groundwater use for drinking water purposes would be placed
on the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Currently there are no residential wells
located on the strip of land between the site and Cemetery Creek. Although
groundvater beneath the area between the site and Cemetery Creek is not
contaninated, groundwater should not be used for drinking water. After the
site is de-watered, there will be essentially no groundwater available for
any purpose.

Restrictions would be placed on future use of the site to naintain the
integrity and performance of the remedial alternative. The restrictions
would be imposed to prohibit site use, land development, and ground-water
extraction. For example, a restrictive covenant or similar provision would
be imposed on the property, placing future owners on notice of site
conditions and barring them from construction or excavation that would damage
the renedy. Access restrictions would also be enforced to prevent any
interference or vandalism at the site.

10.8 ReductiofeflC Sit* Risks
Stringent heî Hfrt safety measures will be taken due to the heavy equipment
and intense c9Hr*f> operations during construction of the remedial
alternative. NMSures will be taken to ensure the health and safety of
workers on-site as well as the local residents near the site. The U.S. EPA
recu.lends that on-site residents temporarily relocate during construction of
the renedy for safety reasons.
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10.9 CDSt

7Tie total estimated present worth of alternative 3A is $11,000,000 which
includes an annual operation and maintenance present worth of approxirrately
$1,000,000. These costs are ba-vart on a present worth value of 30 years and
discount rate of 5%. Based on the assurption that an incinerator would be
operating on-site prior to the implerentation of this alternative, the
estimated actual present worth of alternative 3A is less than $ 11,000,000.
The costs associated with site preparation, mobilization, and demobilization
for the incinerator range between $3,000,000 and $4,000,000. The burnirxj of
the contanLrated material from the boiler house area would be about $400,000.
If the incinerator is already operating and could be used in the final
renedial action, the total estirated present worth for alternative 3A could
be $7,000,000 to $8,000,000. The estimated time to ccrplete alternative 3A
is 2 years. Figure 10-1 displays the diversion trench, multi-layer cap, and
dioxin vault ccrponents of Alternative 3A.

11.0 STATUTORY UhJIlWONATICKS

11.1 The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environoent

The renedial alternative selected for the laskin Poplar Oil site will
eliminate current and potential future risks to human health and the
environment by the following means:

o Incinerating contaminated ash, soil, and debris from the boiler
house area.

o Preventing exposure to contaminated soils by capping contaminated
soils with an impermeable multi-layer cap, and with restrictions on
future use.

o Preventing exposure to contaminated ground water by restricting
groundwater use and dewatering the site aquifer.

o Limiting future ground-water contamination by significantly
reducing infiltration through contaminated soils. The
effectiveness of the cap will be evaluated by a long-term ground-

Ltoring program. The program will require regular and
sampling of monitoring wells north of the site.

11.2 The Ŝ Ĥ*BB*y Attains ARARs
Q̂PBPv;

The selected r«Mdy will meet or attain all applicable or relevant and
appropriate federal and State requirements. These requirements are listed
below.
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Cherical Specific

o Sirce the aquifer will be de-watered at the completion of the
remedial action, MCLs pror-ilgated under the SDWA will not apply
upon ccrpletion cf the reredy. Adrir.istrative controls will be
used to prevent use of groundvater in the interim.

o Ohio Water Quality standards listad in Q?.C Chapter 3745.
Discharges to Cenetery Creek frcn the on-site aquifer prior to
ccrpletion of the devataring process are not anticipated to cause
these standards to be violated. The water in the creek will be
rcr.itcrsd to verify no acute risk to huran health and the
environment. The standards will be net upon ccrpletion of the de-
watering process.

o Health-based soil to-be-ccrsidered (TBC) criteria will be net by
preventing direct contact with the soil by use of a multi-nedia
cap.

Location Specific

o Fill rateriai ray be placed in the flood plain of Cenetery Creek,
during the construction phase of the renedy. Mitigating measures
will be used to ensure no violation of 40 CFR §264.18 or Executive
Order 11988.

o Fill material may be placed in a wetland during the construction
phase of the renedy. Mitigating measures will be used to ensure
no violation of Executive Order 11990.

o The renedy will meet the intent of the Great lakes Water Quality
Agreement in Section 118 of the Clean Water Act.

Action Specific

o The thermal treatment unit will meet the substantive air emission
requirements in Section 101 of the Clean Air Act, 40 CFR Rurt 52,
and the emission standards for hazardous air pollutants outlined in
40 CFR §61. The unit must further meet the substantive air
emissions requirements of CAC 3745-15-06, 3745-15-07, 3745-16,
3745-17-02, 3745-17-05, 3745-17-07, 3745-17-08, 3745-17-09, 3745-

18-04, 3745-18-06, 3745-21-02, 3745-21-O3, 3745-21-
H745-21-07.

treatment unit will meet the substantive requirements
of RCM Subpert O for incineration of hazardous waste outlined in
40 CFR S5264.340 through 264.351. These include the Destruction
and Removal Efficiency (ORE) requirements for solvents and mixed
organics (99.991) and dioxin (99.9999%). Ttodc Substances Control
Act (TSCA) standards for incineration of PCBs with concentrations
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greater than 50 ppn are outlined in 40 CFR §761.70 (ORE of 99.9999*
required).

o Terporary storage of ccntardnated raterial stocxpiied for
treatment will reet the substantive requirener.ts of 40 CFR
§§264.171 through 264.178. The raterial stockpiled for storage
and the vault used to store the dicxin-contardnatad material
underneath the cap will also neet the substantive requirements of
40 CFR §§264.191 through 264.198.

o Chio requirements for the closure of solid waste landfills (CflC
3745-27-O9 and QAC 3745-27-10). The multimedia cap will exceed
the required thickness of 2 feet and will meet all other
substantive requirements within these regulations.

o Relevant and appropriate portions of RCRA requirements for closure
of hazardous waste landfills with wastes in place. The low-
permeability cap will corply with the requirements for landfill
closure outlined in 40 CFR §264.310. The ground-vater monitoring
program will neet the substantive requirements of 40 CFR §§264.90
through 264.101 (Subpart F). The program will include a corrective
action corpcnent that will be triggered if ground-water protection
standards are exceeded at any point of appliance in the monitoring
system.

o The surface impoundments will be closed in accordance with the
requirements of 40 CFR §§264.221, and 264.226 through 264.228.

o Disposal of restricted RCRA-listed waste (including, but not
limited to, KD35, POO1, and FOO5) both on-site and off-site must
meet the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of
the Land Disposal Restrictions outlined in 40 CFR fort 268.

o Any incinerated material that is not delistable will be taken to a
RCRA-permitted facility in compliance with the requirements of 40
CFR §§264.301 through 264.304, 264.310, and 264.314.

11.3 The Selected Remedy is Cast-Effective

Alternative 3& represents a cost-effective remedial alternative for the
Laskin R̂ plaeUtt̂ site-. This alternative attains the same reductions in
current riŝ ^̂ Ksoil ingest ion and ground-water ingest ion as Alternatives
3B through 4̂ ^̂ Efi are considerably more expensive and/or require higher O&M
e>qpenditXLreriHHpternative 3A also provides an adequate degree of long-term
protection, aSpired to these more expensive alternatives. Although
Alternatives 38 through 6 may offer slightly increased long-term reliability,
the relative cost increases outweigh the expected benefits. Additional
components of these alternatives, such as groundwater treatment and increased
incineration activity, do not increase the effectiveness of these
alternatives in proportion to the increased costs. These additional measures
are not justified based on current site conditions and contamination levels.
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11.4 The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Alternate
Treatnent Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maxinuo
Extent Practicable

Trie remedial action selected for implementation at the Lasxin Poplar Oil site
satisfies the statutory requirements of CERCLA Section 121. The selected
reredy is consistent with the NCP, protects huran health and errvironrer.t,
attains APAHs, and is cost-effective. The U.S. EPA has determined that the
selected reredy represents the maximum extent to which perranent solutions
and treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
final operable unit at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Of those alternatives
that are protective of huran health and the environment and comply with
ARARs, the U.S. EPA has deterrined that this selected reredy provides the
best balance of tradeoffs in terms of long-term effectiveness and pemanence,
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-
term effectiveness, irplenentability, cost, also considering the statutory
preference for trea&er.t as a principal elerent and considering State and
corrxa-iity acceptance.

The selected reredy is judged to provide the sane degree of protectiveness as
the alternatives that incinerate greater amounts of soil. The selected
reredy offers this protectiveness at a substantially lower cost, which is
more cost-effective.

The selected renedy treats contaminated soil from the boiler house area. The
selected remedy is more effective in the short-term, causijng less of an
irpact on the local ccrnunity, and requiring only 2 years to implement, as
cot-pared to the 4 years required for the alternative that incorporates
incineration of all soils above the 10"6 risk level. The selected remedy
also achieves groundwater remediation in this 2 years, while groundwater
treatment alternatives would require an estimated 50 years to complete.

While the selected remedy does not offer as high a degree of long-term
reliability and permanence as the options which incinerate a greater amount
of soil, it will significantly reduce the inherent hazards posed by the
contaminated soils through containment under a multi-layer cap and dcwatering
of the shallow aquifer on-»ite. In the judgement of the U.S. EPA, the
principal threat at the site (the waste oil, sludge, and saturated soils near
the pits and tanks) is being addressed by the treatment portion of the Source
Removal Oper*lftMtait* Therefore, this final operable unit follows-up the
treatment inê ^̂ Ked in the Source Removal Operable Unit with a remedial
action that ft̂ ^̂ Ût contains the remaining contaminants.

The selected fljffr doss not satisfy the statutory preference for a permanent
solution in that it leaves contaminated soils on-site. However, source
control and containment components of the selected remedy should
significantly reduce the mobility of contaminants contained in the soils.

Because the selected alternative is not a permanent solution and will leave
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wastes in place at the Laskin Poplar Oil site, the effectiveness of this
remedial action must be reviewed at least once every 5 years.

11.5 The Selected REnedy 1*=***̂ ** Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of Vfaste
Itaterials as a Principal Eleoent

Alternative 3A will reduce the toxicity and volume of contaminants within
Laskin Poplar Oil site. This reduction will be accomplished through thermal
treatment of the contaminated material frori the boiler house area. By
treating this raterial, the selected remedy addresses one of the principal
threats posed by the site through the use of treatment technologies.
Therefore, the statutory preference for remedies that enploy treatment as a
principal element of the final remedy is satisfied through the combination of
this second and final remedial action and the Source Removal Operable Unit.
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Ttole 5-1 Haz^mJous Substance List Ooixxjunus Detected at the I^sJcin Pcplar
Oil Site

(Pigc 1 of 3)
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Tatle 5-2 Sunxnary of Chemicals Detected at the Laskin Poplar oil Site
Presented by Functional Grouping
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IERYLLIUM
CAOMIL*
CMRQMILM
COtULT

MSTICIOE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICIDE
PESTICICE
PESTICIDE
PESTICISE
»€S*IC:CE

P«ST:;:DE

an
in
in
in
in
in

>UL3C. ALKINE.'ALCANE
HALOC. ALUHE/ALCANE
WLM. ALJCSME/ALKANE

HAIOC. ALKEME/ALCANE
HAL3C,
HALOC.
HALM.
HALOG.
HALOC.

ALKENE/ALCANE
ALCENE/ALCANE
ALKENE/ALKANE
ALCENE/ALKANE
ALKENE/ALKANE

NAL3C. ALKENE/ALKANE

a'ONE
UTONE
CETONE
aTONE

NICM
LOW
NICH
MOM
LOW
MODERATE
MODERATE
NICH
LOW
LOW
HICM
NICH
MCCERA'E

HICM
HICM
NICH
HICH
HICH
HICM

NICM
HICH
MODERATE
MODERATE
NIGM
NICM
HICH
HICM

HIGH
HICM
NIGM
HICM
HICH

MODERATE
LOU
MODERATE
MODERATE

SLICMT
SLIGHT
SLIGHT
SLICMT
LOW
VERT NICH
VERT NICH
SLIGHT
SLICMT
LOU
SLIGHT
SLIGHT

a AMIDE
LEAD
MANGANESE
MERCURY
NICTEL
SELENIUM
SILVER
THALLIUM
TIM
VANAOIUI
ZINC ZINC

HICH
LOU
MODERATE
LOU
MCCERATE
MODERATE

MODERATE
HICM
VERT NICM
VERY NIGM
HIGM
NIGM
NICM
VERY NIGM

VERY NIGM
MODERATE
NIGM
HICM
NIG*

VERY HICM
VERY NIC*
VERT NICM
VUT NIGM

v me*
NIC*
LOU
LOW
MODERATE

v lie*
iiai
v Hiai
MODERATE
•ten
MODERATE
NIC*
•ten
v NIC*
V NIC*
NIC*
V NIG*
MODERATE

NICM
MCCERATE
N I C M
MCCERATE
NIGH
MODERATE
MCCERATE
HICH
NICH
"CCERA'E
HIGH
NISH
H! GH

LOU
LOW
MCCEWTE
LOU
LOW
MODERATE

LOU
LOU
NONE
NONE
NONE
NONE
LOU
NCNE

NONE
LOU
NONE
LOU
NONE

NO DATA
LOU
NONE
NONE

TES
TES
TES

•'ES

TES
TES
TES
'ES

«ES

TES
TES
TES

TES

TES

TES
TES

TES

•ONE
NOME
LOW
•OPERATE

•ONE
LOU

NCNE
NONE
•ONE

MODERATE



Table 6-1 Potential Qarrtaminants of Concern at the LasJcin Psplar Oil Site

Ace :or.e
A,? : , ,-non
A: S5.- I c
Bar i c^
3 e n : e .1 e

rtacn.

I rce~C(' . 2 . 3 -<

3en :c( a )2y r ene
Se"3( c ' ' -cr a.-iKere
3e".;c; <. ! ' : -or an thene
3 e ' y ! I i urn
s e t a I-CCH
B I S ( :-cMoroenv I le ther
Bi s ( 2 - e : "v mexy i l on tna ia te

a i su i ' i ce
CM or cane

CM or Of or m

2.4-

C^r vser.e
Coooer
DOT
D i b e n : o ( a . n ) a n t h r a c e n e
D i S u t v i on tha i a te
Oi CM oroe thane
D' CMoroethane (EDO
Oi en loroonenol
Di e i dr i n
O i e t n v ! c f i t ha i a te

n i t roonenoi
Encosul fan
EthylDen:en€
Cvani ce

2 .2

;c~e;e
:-r y

Met rw Iene c" or ice
4-we', "w i -2-3e" taroc.e (v . 5<

N i c < e i

PC3
Pentachiorcohenoi
Phenol
Se!eni um
S i l v e r
Styrene

3-TCDO (Dioxin)
Tet r acMoroethene
Thall i um
Toiuene

,4-Tr ichiorobenzene
,1-Tr icnioroethane
2-Tr ichloroethane

Tr icnioroethene
Tr i chlorof IuOromethane

,5-Tr i cnloroonenol

vanadi um
Vinyl chloride
xylenes
Zinc

(a) Potential cnemicaij of concern indentified based on a v a i l a b i l i t y of
cancer ootencv factor, reference dose, d r i n k i n c water c r i t e r i a or
standard, jft tftvironiMntai c r i t e r i a .
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Table 6-3o— _} ^uciaaxy 01 uruurdwaijer i
Standards at the LasJdn

Location OiOBictl

CLCC2-S7 Arsviie
COT
Nicke l

ffJCC4-87 1 ,2-0<cMor3«tn»n«

C-CC8-S7 1,2-Oic!Uoro«t?i«n«

Icnzcnc

Xylcr««

Vfnyt eMoridt

GWCW-87 Arstoie

CW011-87 1,2-0iehlore«tfi»n«

SU87-03 l«ry(liui

OJB7-05 1,2-OieMoroctlMn*

GUI7*0* Ar»«n<e

CUB7-07 .j^jji^

0.7.11 .̂KĤIHI

ULI XJbtf TUT a l_L C

Pcplar Oil

Cooeentrition
ug/t

^
o.r

124

19

200

100

650

350

35

4

2

i

2

2

2
22

are tnac Exneea Dr
Site

Cri?«ri i (i)
Exce^fed

wcc-csc
wcc-csx
ycc-rcx

NC'.S
HCl
«:-«:sr

«LS
NCU
UCC-t!$K
MCLS
NCL
WCC-CSK
DUMA
NCL5-?8C?
MCLC
•CL
ucc-nsr

WCC-IISX

HCLC
yoc-cist

UOC-IISt

Hac
yac-tiK

WC-IIK

yoc-n«

uec-tisx
UDC-TOI

uucing Wat

C' i t "'
Ltvtl

0.3025
0 .30*2

15.4

0
5

S.94

0
5

0.94
0
5

0.67
1.8
440

0
2
2

0.3C2!

0
0.94

O.OOJ9

0
0.94

0.0023

0.0025

0.0025
15.4



Tiblt 4-3 <Pa«e 2 of 2)
SLMUtT Of CXOUUCWATE* CSKCSNTUTJONJ THAT EXCEED DtlMKlMC MATE* JT»»0»*:S

AT THE LASCM POPUUI OIL SITE

well
Location

7-17-13

Chemical

Arjenie
1,2-OicMoro«th*n«

TriihlorMthan*

Nickel

Corcs-.tracion
Ufl/l

17
J

i

20

Criteria (a)
Exceeded

wc:-mc
MCLS
yac-Kist
MCLC
WQC-ttSK
woe -TO.

C,-::.r,a
level

9 . C C 2 S
0

;.?•
0

2.S
• 5 . 4

(a) Criteria:
MCL - Naxinji Contaminant Level

MCLC • Naxinji Contaminant Level Goal
WCC-«iSK • Water Quality Criteria for honan health

(drinking Hater only) at 10-6 cancer risk level
MC-TCX • water Quality Criteria for hunan health--

tosieity protection for noncareinoqen*
DUMA • Drinking water Health iovilories--lifetii»



le 6-4

wel l
L3cat-.o.i

C-.C04.37

C.CC3-37

WC 09- 87

CW011-87

CU87-OS

CUB7-04

«rl

Sumnary of rfc*7-*nv»!-<; .̂
Associated Ranan Risks

Arsenic

"efiyl pnerel

To ta l (MI tn Arsenic)
T o t a l («i tMout Artenie)

1 ,2-OicMoroe:.iere

To ta l

Virvl eMo.-iee
1 ,2-:icnloroetnan«

Ac « tan*

Total

Arsenic

Acetone
Ketfiylpnenol

Total (with Arsenic)
Total (tiitnout Arsenic)

1 , 2-0 1 ch I oro*tfcan*

Total

1. 2 -01 cM ere* than*

Total

Acetan*
T«ggL.

\Sxsr
ratal

iDsriances hiirc (
in Groundwater

sentraf'en Excess
ue/'. C«i

«

8320
25CO
1970

.

19

350
2CO
100

1CCCO
2340

720

-

35
3000

55000
2150

.

4

-

4

4500

•

13
3
4

•

.namca.
at the

t i fevi f*

2 * 10-J

-

2 i 10-3
. x 10-6

5 i 10-5

5 x 10-5

2 x 10-2
5 x 10-4
8 x 10-5

*

2 x 10-2

2 x 10-3
4 x 10-4

2 x 10-3
7 i 10-4

1 x 10-5

1 x 10-5

1 • 10-5

1 i 10-5

.

•_

2 « 10-5
« x 10-4
1 « 10-4

3 « 10-5

L mmenurdi KT
laskin Poplar

(S)
(a) Infant:

Hazard
Index

.

24

6
4

MA
40

.

-

10
5
2

17

55
4

•A
41

-

•

-

•

7

7

•

*

TS ana
Oil Site

(6)
Adult:

Inesi

-

7
1
2
1

NA
11

-

•

3
1

0.5

5

15
1

NA
17

•

-

-

•

2

2

•

«>.2

(a) Nonftorin* welts with no carcinogen* net listed.
(b) ChoMical with hazard Indexes less than en* net lilted. However,

the tetal hazard index listed represents all the chenicala ulth a
hazard Index.



Table 6-5 Sucrary of Or-site Soil and Sediment Ingesticn Risks by Madia and
Bqxjsure Setting at the I^sJcin Poplar Oil Site

Exposure Jetting list Summary Major Contributors to t isc
x_Kzxnx&>M*3vx3X3.^rzxY33xsvKm2S7

S?«SS
OCISS LIFETIWS CANCE* HISS

«''s-*»r 3rtrc:*d : are er: - »:: an (a) 7 i 10-6
«v--,-» Janc-rration (5) 3 I '5-7 ?»«i, »C3*
PCC/PC5F »is* 6 I 10-7 to 3 » 10-! 2,1,T, J- TC1 =T.i

»j»T10 OF 9*:ir I K ' A K H TO »£ = £?£>.:• 3«e
H»X;.TU« C*ir-.i»:M .Haiars Inctx (C^ildl 3 lc*d
*»e-»9» liic'j.itrt *ai»ra ;-«Je« (O\t ld) 0.2 --•

Kl'.li HCUSe-iOILEit *SM- rS£S?ASS

Ot:e*tfd Cancen;ration (xi th Arttnic) S I 10-7 Arstnie
Highest Defected Csnee^tration (»itfio*jt Arttnie) 7 x 10-11 li*(2-ttf'.y^eiyl. :
Avcrag* Caneertration C » ' t n »rj«nic) HC CO
Average Concentration (xit.'iout Arsenic) DC

RATIO Cf 3AILT IMTACE TO tEr£t£.nC£ OOSf
M«xinjn Calculated Hazard :neex (Oi Id) 14 Leid,
Ave-age Ci.r..Jt«3 i*:»-3 :neex (CM la) DC

iCi.Ea x<XSE-30IL£*

£xc<ss L I F E T I M E imci? I:SK
Nig.^est Detected Concentration (inch Arsenic)
Highest Detected Concentration (without Arsenic)
Average Concentration (*ith Arsenic)
Average Concentration t.itlowt Arsenic)

Risk

UTIO OF OAILT IMTAtE TO lE'-KENR OOSf
Mex'mj* Calculated Hazard Ineej (Child)
Average Calculated Hazard Index (O»Hd)

1 x 10-«
1 i 10-10

NC
MC

1 x 10-5 to 1 x 10-6

NC

Arsenic
lis(2-etfiylhexyl

Z,3,7.S-TCO ETJ

Lead. ".ercury

IOILEK HOUSE-WILE* HOUSJ SOIL-TXIS9AS1

CCC2SS LIFETIK CANCZ* USX
Highest Detected Concentration (with
High«»t Detected Concentration (without ArMnie)
Averaw Concentration (with Ars«n<«)
Averefo Concentration (without ArMnie)

li*k t

TO IIFUOC1 OQU
inow (Child)
tndn (Oil Id)

tATIO Of OAILT

•OILER HCUtt-JT

OCZSS LIFETI"4 OatOt ItK
Hignrst Oetectod Coneantration
Average Concentration

(ATIO Or OAILT IMTAJCf TO I£F(IE<4CZ OOSS
HMifu* Calculated Hazard InM« (Child)
Average Calculated Hazard (ndo* (Child)

3 s 10-5
2 * 10-5

«C
K

• 10-J to 3 a 10-4

»AKS, KIS, Arsenic
»AHa. KM

2,3,7.8-TCO Equivalent

Lead

2 I 10-4
•C

2 i 10-4 to 1 i 10-4

1U
•C

Arsenic

2,3.7.1-TCDO Equivalent

Lead, mercury



TaOle 6-5 (Page 2 of 3)

Eipeiure Setting

«E-*xa.SE SC!L- TRESPASS

nCJiS L I F E T I M E CAUCUS R I St
N'9."Mt :«'. *<:«] Concentration
A«cri;e Cc*-iccr<trat ion

R A T I O CF D A 1 L T IKTAG TO REFc;£<iC£ SCSE

Av«-»s« Meiara Index (C*nl«)

EXCESS LIFETIME CANS*. RISC
Hij.-nt Detected Concentration
Average Concentration

RATIO OF OAILT IMTAC TO REFERENCE DOSE
Nu'Tvm Hazard Index (Oiild>
Avc'agt n»:«rS Index (Oild)

&RFACE AKD SL'8S^RFAC£ SCIL-CCNSTRUCT!3N (d)

EXCESS LIFETIME CANCER RISX

Ave-aje Concentration

RATIO OF OAILT INTAKE TO REFERESCc DCSE
Na|JI ' njU H AZft^Q I OajflX

Average Haia.-d Index

I'St Skĵ an-f iijor Contr'butsrs :o Rut

4 x '0 -7 PAH»
3 x 10-7 PAHj

1 Leas, £iec$wi'in
0.7 leac

3 i 10-5 PAHs, PCat
6 x 10-6 PAHS, PCSi

3 Lead
1 Lead

3 x 10-6 P»Ht, PC1» '.
2 x 10-7 PAHi, PC3» ,;

200 Lead
2

SLS'ACE SOIL (0-2 FE£T)-t(S;OENTIA|. (d)

EXCESS UFET;^ CAMCZI nsx
Hignnt Detected Coreentrniar
Av«r»ge Concentration
POO/POF K*k

1ATIO Of OAILT IMTAtZ TO IEFE«fxa DOSE
Majtiiun Htztrd Indu (Child-1 (/day)

tndu
H«i»r< Inritm (Adult)
Nuvtf indu (OiUd-1

Aver»t« IMM* Indu (CHlid-0.1 |/day)
. Mu <Adult)

<o-u

Caneantratlan
Av«ra«« Carcant rattan

tATIO OF OAILT IKTAO TO IfFCKMCf OOSt
M4xinji Ntzard Index (Oiild-1 (/day)

Hazard Indeji (OiUd-0.1 I/day)
Haxlrvn Hazard Indej (Adult)
Avertge Hazard tndu (Oilld-1 f/day)
Average Hazard Index (Chlld-0.1 «/day)
Average Hazard Index (Adult)

2 x 10-3
7 i 10-S

5 x 10-S to 2 i 10-*

10000

1000
200n
10
2

•AH«, PC»t
PAK», PCIt
2.3,7.8-TCSO EquivtLent

lead,

line
LMd

Lead,
lead
Lead

tji, O»ro»mjB, Antit»i-v.
. Copper. lUnganest, mcie

2 x 10-3
1 x 10-4

1 i 10-5 ta 2 i 10-4

10000

1000
200
100
10
2

•AN*. PO»
•AN«. act*
2.3.M-TCDO Equiveteot

lead, CadiaiiM, ChroeiL*, Antitnny,
I«r1«ji. Copper, nickel. Zinc

Lead
Lead
Lead

Lead
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Table 6-6 Sucnary of Surface Water Ingesticn and Anbient Air Inhalation Risks
by Media and Exposure Setting at the LasJcLn Poplar Oil Site

*AJCR OiTSIIUTCRS TO »1SK

'*? i»*c;.» list
jL:..t:eti l-.xx (•)

OF 3A1LT
-\_n Mii

Fres.'»»t«r

TO

9orrt

IT

OCSE

0.3001
0.3007

Ko

»T

n:jss UFET.HE I*MC«? list
H«:*rj Indtx (5)

1ATIO =r SAIL» txTili TO
>*ui:-u» •'titr-i '.ndcx IS)

OCSE

3 x 10-S to 2 t 10-12 Vinyl eMorid*

0.3C5

IEMT Alt:

vcu:u:Z£3 CCNTA>«:NA«TS

EXC-SS LiFETItE tAMCE* »tSK
lisk (e)

iATtO OF DAILY mTAKE TO
>••«•' rvri -uitra indu (e)

TRESPASS;*

OCSC

4 » 10-S

<0. 00001

Vinyl cniariev, M«:^yL«n« enlorim

IESUSPEMOE3 KATEJ:AL - INHALED IT TRESPASS**

EXCESS LIFET:HC CANCCK RISK
MMinu* Calculated lisk (with Arwnfc) (e)
N«xiiu« C«lculit*d li*k (without Arsviic)

RATIO Of OAILT I NT Ad TO RE'ERtMCZ OOSI
M M«z*rd Index (e)

6 i 10-9
1 A 10-9

0.00*

Ar»«nic. VAN*
•AN*

VOLATILIZED CSMTAM:MAMTS • IHNAIO IT sirt WUHOAIT RCSIDENTS

1 i 10-6

«3.00001

CXCISI LIFET1M CAMC0 ItSX
lit* (

OOtt

RESUSPEMQE3 MT S1TI MUMOART RISIOENTS

OCISS LIFETIMTBMfltlM
M*i«j» t«icvil««d tUk Mtli Arsenic) (e)
lUxinji :<leutand Ktk (without Ar»«nie>

JUT 10 Of OAtLT tNTACI TO RtrERCMCC BCSt
H.t»rd Indtx (e)

vinyl ehloria*. H*>hyl«n« cManat

2 s 10-7
5 x 10-1

0.012

Artonic.
PAN*
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Table 6-9 General Unca-tainty Factors in Risk Assessments

Effect of Uncertai.-.tv
May

Over-
May May estimate
Over- Dnder- or Under-

estimate estimate esti.-r.ata
i'aotor Risk SisJc Ris*

The car.rer pcta.-.cies used are upper
95 = »r.-5.-.t .confidence lir.its
derived fror. the linearized nulti-
stase rcdel. This is considered to
be unlikely to underestimate the
true risk.

Risks are assured to be additive.
Risks =iay net be additive because of
syner-istio cr antagonistic actions
of other chericals.

Ca.-.cer potencies and acceptable
intake levels are primarily derived
using liberator? ar.imal studies ar.d,
when available, human epidemiological
or clinical studies. Extrapolation
of data fron high to low doses, from
one species to another, and from one
exposure route to another may intro-
duce uncertainty. In general, these
tend to use conservative assumptions.

Net all carcinogenic potencies or
acceptable intakes used represent
the same degree of certainty. All
are subject to change as new
evidence becomes available.

Assumes absorption is equivalent
across *£•$£*•• This is implicit in
the d(4HHIt o< tfe* acceptable

______ fttency factors
used ̂ ^̂ •̂bsesscent.

CLT810



Table 6-10 Uncertainty Factors Specific to the LasJcui Poplar Oil Site
RisJc Assessment

Effect cf Cr.certair.tv
May

Cver-
May May estir-ate

Over- O'r.der- or Under-
estimate estimate estimate

•.cert 2 i.-.r.- "actcr ?.isk Risk PisV.

All cf the daily intake cf drir.icir.g
water is frcrr. the nrr-ir.d-atar source
ieir.g evaluated.

Net all cher.icals fcur.d at the site
have beer, assigned critical tcxicity
values. They are net included in
the q-ua.-.titative assessment.

All i.-.taxe cf ccr.tiT.ir.ar.ts is
assur.ed to ccr.e frcn the r.edi'js
beir.q evaluated. This dees not take
ir.ta acccu.-.t other ccntaainar.t
sources such as diet, exposures
occurring at locations other thar. the
exposure pcir.t being evaluated, or
ether er.virarjr.e.-.tal media which si*y
contribute to the intake of th«
cr.erJ.cal (i.e., relative sour:*
csntritutisp. is not accounted for) .

3ar.plir.c of er.vironaental media may
result in loss of contaminants
present, especially VOC«.

Exposures through dermal absorption
are net quantified.

The public health-evaluation is

subset of ̂^̂ ^̂ B̂i* possible at

The standard as snap t ions regarding
body weight, period exposed, life
expectancy, population characteris-
tics, and lifestyle may not be
representative for any actual expo-
sure situation.



(Pace 2 of 2)

Effect of Uncertainty

May
:ver-
••.ir.a:
risk

May
Over-

May estimate
Under- or Under-
•st-.r.at* esf.Tva'.e

Ru.sk ?_ s X

This assassrr.e.-.t 13 iased en the
present understanding cf the sits
characteristics. Conditions at the
sita cr understanding of the site
r.ay change ever tine.

The exposures evaluated assune that
cher.ical concentration regains
constant over the entire exposure
period. Transfer, transformation,
and transport processes r.ay alter
cher.iral concentration in a aedi'us.

The amount of nedia intake is as-
sured to be constant a.-.d representa-
tive of the exposed population.

Assumptions regarding discharge and
dilution of groundwater into
Cer.etery Creek are considered to be
worst case.

Trespass exposures are based on
infrequent contact with esntaainated
material.

Residential exposures are based or. a
lifetiae of exposure.

Boiler hou
readily

Risks w«
pathways

GLT810/5

«ssum«d to be
to trespassers.

across exposure
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE

Jefferson. Ohio

U.S. EPA

June 16. 1989



RISPOSSIVENESS SUMMARY
LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE, JEFFERSON, OHIO

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has
gathered ir.foraation on the types and extent of
ccntasination, evaluated remedial measures, and recocnended
remedial acticr.s at the Laskin Poplar Oil site. Several
public ceetir.gs were held to explain the intent of the
project, describe the results, and receive connents fron the
public. Public participation in Superfur.d projects is
required in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Contingency Plan (NCP). Concents received from the public
are considered in the selection of the recedial action for
the site. This document summarizes the comments received
regarding the proposed final renedy and describes how they
were incorporated into the decisionnaking process.

The comunity relations responsiveness sunnary has five
sections:

o Overview discusses U.S. EPA's reconnended
alternative for renedy of exposure to contaminated
material at the Laskin Poplar Oil site.

o Background on Community Involvement and Concerns
provides a brief history of community interest and
concerns raised during remedial planning
activities at th« site.

o Public Comments Received during Public Comment
Period summarizes both oral and written comments
received from the community and U.S. EPA's
responses grouped by the following topics:
general comments, recommended alternative
comments, and incinerator comments.

o Potential Responsible Party Comments summarizes
comments received from the PRPs and U.S. EPA's
responses.



o Ohio EPA Conaaents and U.S. EPA Responses
sumarizes comments received from Ohio EPA and
U.S. EPA's responses.

In addition, Attachment A identifies the community relations
activities conducted by U.S. EPA during the renedial
response activities at the site. Attachment B is the
revised Figure 4-3 fron the Feasibility Study report.
Attachment C is a letter from U.S. EPA to Ohio EPA
explair.ir.g its rationale for selecting Alternative 3A.

The detailed transcript of the Feasibility Study public
meeting and the written comments are not included, but they
are available for public inspection fron U.S. EPA, Region V,
in Chicago. Copies are also available in the Administrative
Record at the following repositories:

Ashtabula County Disasters Services Offices
Ashtabula County Court House
25 West Jefferson Street
Jefferson, Ohio 44047
216/997-9341

Ashtabula County District Library
335 West 44th Street
Ashtabula, Ohio 44004
216/576-9148

OVERVIEW

During the public coonent period, th« U.S. EPA presented
eight alternatives co remediate the potential for exposure
to contaminated groundwater and soil at the Laskin Poplar
Oil site and also a no-action alternative. The EPA
recommended capping the contaminated soil and installing a
groundwater diversion trench around the contaminated soil.
The cap and the trench would prevent water from filtering
through the contaminated soil. All dioxin-contaminated
materials amenable to thermal treatment would be
incinerated; the rest would be disposed of beneath the cap
in a concrete vault.



The public consents received were generally supportive of
EP.Vs reccmendation. Most of the cocnents received at the
public hearing pertained to operation of the incinerator.
Sone concern was expressed about the ability of the
incinerator to safely and effectively destroy material
cor.ta~ir.ated with PC3s and dioxin. Most of the discussion
about the incinerator, however, concerned the monitoring of
stack emissions and reporting the test results to the

BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AM) CONCERNS

Ccmunity involvement in this project began in 1974 when
residents living near the site began conplaining to the site
owner and local officials about bad odors resulting from the
firing of the boilers and fron the onsite ponds and pits.
In July 1978, concerned citizens submitted a complaint to
Ohio E?A requesting that operations at the site cease. From
1978 to 1980, residents sought to stop the oil recycling
activities of the Laskin Poplar Oil Company and became
involved in several local court cases. In 1980, local
residents formed a citizens' group called th« Committee for
Clean Environment. The purpose of the group was to monitor
events at the site and to work for quick remediation by
local and state governments of site-related problems. Their
efforts succeeded in 1981 when the Ashtabula County Court of
Connon Pleas issued a court order banning oil recycling
activities by the Laskin Poplar Oil Company.

In 1983, the U.S.- EPA placed the site on tht National
Priorities List (NPL). Local residents attended a public
hearing that described the remedial investigation (RI)
process, and they and officials contributed to the
formulation of the community relations plan (CRP). In
August 1987, are* residents attended an availability session
to discuss onsite progress with U.S. EPA staff. Later that
month, area residents attended a public meeting to comment
on the feasibility study for the source material removal
operable unit. In March 1989 a number of residents and
local officials were contacted to update the CRP. In April
1989, residents attended a public meeting concerning U.S.
EPA's recommended remedial action.



Citizen interest and involvement has been mobilized largely
through the efforts of a few individuals, particularly Mr.
Verri Hall. Mr. Hall, a Jefferson Towr.ship Trustee, acts as
a key contact for exchange of information on the site in the
Jefferson community.

Throughout the 57. ,'FS process, the public expressed these
ccncc. IT.S ;

Health issues related to the pathways of possible
exposure to cor.taminar.7S during the period of
Las«tir.'s operation. These include exposure to the
burning of PCS contaminated oil and exposure to
dioxin.

Health issues related to potential exposure to
contaminants associated with the site.

The amount of time U.S. E?A has spent conducting
the RI/FS. Residents have expressed frustration
over the length of tine the RI/FS has taken to
complete. The connunity has been concerned about
the site since the late 1970s and some residents
wonder why renediation has not been expedited.

The frequency of information distributed to the
connunity. Receiving accurate information about
the EPA's activities at the site is a major
concern of local residents. Residents have found
the fact sheets and availability sessions are a
good technique for providing information to the
coonunity. Residents have expressed a strong
interest in the proposed incinerator. Some
residents have suggested that a fact sheet
describing the operation and monitoring procedures
for the incinerator should be distributed to the
connunity.

The operation of the incinerator > including
incinerator byproducts, length of operation, and
frequency of emission tests.



Use of local contractors during remedial action.
A state government official indicated that local
contractors should be used as much as possible in
the remedial action work. It was felt that the
use of local contractors was important to all
county residents.

PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness surriary addresses both oral and written
consents received by the U.S. EPA concerning the RI/FS for
the Laskin Poplar Oil site. The concent period was held
from April 12 to May 12, 1989. A public meeting was held on
April 26 at the Ashtabula County Courthouse to allow the
public to present oral and written concents.

GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Mr. Gordon Housel had questions regarding the
effect of the cleanup on the sumer fair. His
questions pertained to:

o The ability of people to park on Laskin's
property during the fair

o The starting date for onsit« cleanup
activities

o Tht level of activity during Fair Week and
the rest of the sunner

U.S. EPA's Response: No incineration will take
place this summer. If demolition work occurs this
sunner, the community relations coordinator (CR.C)
for th« sit* will work closely with fair officials
to minimize any adverse effects on the fair. U.S.
EPA has no authority to prohibit vehicles from
parking on the southeast corner of the Laskin
property during the fair unless parking interferes
with the remedial work.



2. Ms. Margaret Schossler ar.d Mr. Ray Sapporito had
questions regarding a cancer study done in the
area. They asked:

o For a clarification between a risk assessment
and a cancar study

o When the study -was conducted

o The scope of the study

U.S. EPA's Response: As part of the RI/FS
process, two different assessments were performed
to determine the impacts of the onsite
contaminants on the community. The first
assessment, a risk assessment, was performed by
consultants during the RI to evaluate the
potential for adverse effects to public health or
the environment if no remedial action were taken
beyond the scheduled pit, tank, and soil removal
(Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action).
The risk assessment identified ways that people or
wildlife could be exposed to contaminants from the
site and evaluated potential exposure settings for
existing and possible future site uses. Under
existing site conditions, exposure may occur if
people have direct contact with exposed
contaminants in the surface soil, surface water,
sediments, and structures on the site. Risks were
also evaluated for the future site use setting of
residential development of the site. Exposures
that may be of concern if such development occurs
include exposure of construction workers to
contaminated subsurface materials, and exposure of
future residents to contaminants present in the
shallow groundwater if it is used as a water
supply. Exposure to contaminants was evaluated
for both carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic health
effects. The risks from onsite exposure and
future site use are summarized in Table 1-2 of the
FS report.



3.

The second assessment performed was a health
assessment. The health assessment was performed
by the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry (ASTDR). A health assessment examines a
population's level of exposure to contaminants
through environmental and human exposure pathways;
i.e., ingest ion of grovincvater, surface water, and
soil. The data used by ASTDR in their health
assessment were taken from the RI conducted in
1986. Unlike a risk assessment, a health
assessment does not consider future uses of the
site in determining the effects of the
contaminants on a population's health. The health
assessment is concerned only with a population's
historic exposure to onsite contaminants through
exposure pathways. If the health assessment
reveals that a population has been exposed to the
onsite contaminants through environmental and
human exposure pathways, a health study is usually
done. During the health study, the local
population undergoes a number of medical tests to
determine the possible effects of the contaminants
on their health. A cancer study is one possible
study within a health study. Because local
residents have not been exposed to the
contaminants on the Laskin site through such
exposure pathways as groundwater, surface water,
and ingesting soil, the ASTDR determined there was
no need to conduct a health study. A copy of
ASTDR's health assessment is located in local
repositories.

Mr. Alvin Laskin indicated that the PRPs are not
going co pay for the cleanup. Be seated that they
will add the cleanup cost to the cose of their
produces and the public will pay the price.

U.S. EPA'f Response: PRPs may raise the cose of
eheir produces co pay for ehe cose of ehe remedial
action; however, U.S. EPA has no way of knowing
whether that will happen. U.S. EPA's
responsibilicy under CERCLA is eo identify the
PRPs and obtain compensation from them eo pay for



the necessary renedial action. U.S. E?A has no
control over the source of funds PRPs use to pay
for renedial action work.

4. Mr. Gene Trhlin inquired whether U.S. EPA has
sufficient funding to police the PRPs and enforce
its proposed alternative.

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the Superfund
Ar.er.d-£rvts and Reaurhor: .7. at ion Act (SARA), U.S.
EPA can obtain oversight costs froo. the PRPs. If
a negotiated settlement with the PRPs fails, U.S.
EPA can proceed with the recedial action and use
the courts to recover the renedial action costs
fron the PRPs; or it can seek adninistrative or
judicial orders requiring the PRPs to perform the
renedy. During the course of the PR? renedial
design and action, U.S. EPA will do whatever is
necessary to monitor and verify the progress of
the PRPs' remedial actions. Funding and
contractor assistance are available for oversight,
and the state of Ohio nay also be active in this
area.

5. Mr. Gene Trhlin also asked whether the EPA
representatives knew of any action being taken to
prevent oil spills such as the one in Alaska.

U.S. EPA's Response: The U.S. EPA does not wish
to respond to coonents on the Alaskan oil spill
since 1C is not related to the Laskin Poplar Oil
cleanup.

6. Ms. Margartc Schossler expressed a concern that,
with big contracts such as this one, the
activities that are promised to be done are never
done.

U.S. EPA's Response: The recommendations made in
the ROD and other pertinent documents will be
followed in completing the remedial work onsite.
During the course of the remedial action there may
be minor modifications to the recommended

8



activities, but the character of the cleanup
cannot change substantially without giving the
public an opportunity to connent on the changes.
The schedules of activities for this project are
available to the public at the local repositories.
If anyone feels that the cleanup is not proceeding
according to the plan, the CRC or the RPM should
be contacted to resolve the problen.

7. Mr. Alvin Laskin stated that he videotaped a
250,000-sallon discharge of oil into Cecetery
Creek froa a dike that had been weakened fron
digging done by U.S. E?A.

U.S. EPA's Response: In the process of working on
the dike, there was a discharge of oil into
Cemetery Creek. The action is viewed as a spill,
not an intentional discharge.

8. Mr. Alvin Laskin stated that the EPA has approved
the burning of oil containing up to 50 parts per
million of PC3s by a greenhouse in Massachusetts.

U.S. EPA's Response: The Massachusetts oil site
is a completely different situation. The
Massachusetts greenhouse is burning
PCB-contaminated oil at a temperature that
destroys the PCBs. Laskin's boilers operated at
considerably lower temperatures, and sampling
indicates that he burned oil with much higher
levels of PCBs.

9. Leaseway Transportation Corporation stated that
Alternative 6, the start's recommended remedial
action, will yield no enhanced protection and
could cose more than four times chat of
Alternative 3A, the recommended remedial action,
and take twice as long to complete. Leaseway
further stated that because of the time required
to complete Alternative 6, local residents and the
environment may actually be exposed to more
hazardous constituents than under Alternative 3A.



U.S. ErA's Response: Alternative 6 would
eliminate the need for long-term management of the
site. However, it as well as Alternative 3A would
provide adequate protection of human health and
the environment. Because of the cost of
Alternative 6 and the potential adverse impacts on
the cor=unity nver its 4-year implementation
period, it has been judged by U.S. E?A to be less
desirable than Alternative 3A.

COMMENTS ON THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE

3.

Mr. Charles Long expressed his support for the
reconcended alternative. He asked whether the
freshwater pond and retention pond would be
drained and filled and where the dirt to fill the
pond would be found.

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the recommended
alternative, both the freshwater pond and the
retention pond will be drained and filled. Some
of the soil used to fill the ponds may be found
onsite. In the event that onsite soil is
incapable of filling both ponds, clean fill will
be imported.

Mr. Gene Trhlin asked about the depth of the
groundwater diversion trench, its purpose, and the
purpose of the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: The groundwater diversion
trench will b* 25 to 40 feet deep and will prevent
groundwater that is flowing north to Cemetery
Creek from flowing into the site and coming into
contact with the contaminated soil. The proposed
multilayered cap will cover approximately 3.5
acres and will virtually prevent water (rain,
snowmelt) from filtering through to the
contaminated soil beneath the cap.

Mr. Alvin Laskin said it appeared that the
groundwater diversion trench would destroy the
front of his house.

10



U.S. EPA's Respor.se: The construction, of the
underground trench proposed under the plan should
not disturb Mr. Laskin's house.

4. Mr. Gene Trhlin had questions regarding the cost
of the remedial alrsrr.aciva. Eis questions
pertained to:

o The method used to determine the cost

o Cleanup activities included in the cost

o The nethod used to award contracts for
remedial action

U.S. EPA's Response: The estimated cost of this
project is based largely on existing contracts
from other Superfund sites. The cost of this
project includes the total range of construction
activities required to complete the remedial
action, and the cost estimates were made based on
the assumption that U.S. E?A would perform the
remedial action at the site. The incinerator is a
large part of the cost. Also included in the cost
are activities such as earthnoving and well
drilling and material costs for items such as the
fill and synthetic material in the cap. As a U.S.
EPA project, any remedial action contracts
associated with this project will be let to the
lowest responsive and responsible bidder. If the
PRPs perform the remedial action they are not
required to award the contracts co the lowest
bidder; however, they may choose to do so.

5. Ms. Martha Deashar expressed concern about
children gaining access to the site and asked what
type of fencing would be used onsite and the
extent of the site that would be fenced.

U.S. EPA's Response: The current proposal
includes a 6-foot-high cyclone fence topped with
barbed wire located around the perimeter of the

11



property. Signs on the fence will identify the
property as a Superfur.d site.

6. Mr. Ray Sapporito supported EPA's reconner.dation
as long as the project oversight that was
described actually takes place.

'J.S. EPA's Response: Frcn the design phase
through completion of construction and during
monitoring, U.S. E?A ard its representatives will
oversee all remedial action work.

7. Mr. Vern Eall expressed a preference for removing
ail contaminants onsite as reccnnended under
Alternative 6, but added that Alternative 3A is
the most economically feasible alternative, the
least disruptive to the community, and it has the
least potential for further environmental damage.

U.S. EPA's Response: Alternative 3A is the
reccmended remedy because it will minimize and
mitigate threats to public health and welfare and
the environment. The reconnended alternative
provides adequate protection of public health and
the environment, and the shorter period of
incineration will have less short-term impact on
the community than Alternative 6. In addition,
Alternative 3A will provide this protection at a
substantially lover cost, making the selected
remedy more cost-effective than Alternative 6.

8. Leaseway Transportation Corporation supports the
selection of Alternative 3A because of the
expedient way it prevents contaminants from
migrating offsite in a manner that was consistent
with all obligatory criteria of the National
Contingency Plan (except state acceptance).
Leaseway questioned the need for a multilayered
engineered cap in Alternative 3A. They asked
whether a solution less extravagant than a
multilayered cap but more effective than 2 feet of
soil could be used without jeopardizing the
alternative's effectiveness.

12



U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. E?A acknowledges the
support for its recocnended remedy. An engineered
cap is more reliable than a soil cover because it
is thicker and because the synthetic barrier would
provide visual indication of whether the cap has
been breached or exposed. In addition, the
nultilayered cap virtually elicir.ates the
potential for surface wa-.er to neve through the
soil ar.d come into contact with the contaminated
caterial and generate contaminated grcundwater.

COMMENTS ON THE INCINERATOR

1. Mr. Vern Hall and Ms. Margaret Schossler had
questions regarding the material to be incinerated
and the byproducts of incineration. The questions
pertained to:

o The type of pollutants to be incinerated
o The byproducts of incineration (dioxin, ash)
o Pollution control measures on the incinerator
o The toxicity of the byproducts

U.S. EPA's Response: Under the reconnended
alternative, an incinerator would burn soil and
ash from the boiler house. The materials being
incinerated are contaminated with PCBs, dioxin,
and other contaminants. The end products of
incineration art ash and flu* gases. It is
difficult to predict the composition of the ash,
but it will be tested regularly to ensure that it
does not contain unacceptable levels of
contaminants. If the ash contains unacceptable
levels of contaminants it will either be
reincinerated or treated as a hazardous waste and
disposed of in an offsite licensed hazardous wast*
facility. The dioxins should be completely
Incinerated. Although dioxins are formed by the
incomplete combustion of PCBs, the proposed
incinerator has the capability to destroy dioxin.
To control air emissions, the incinerator will be
equipped with a number of pollution control

13



devices including a par.icula.e scrubber thac
captures particuiates, acid gases, and metals.

2. Ms. Margaret Schossler asked about the ownership
of the incinerator to be used in the remedial
action and the role of the PR?s in incineration.

U.S. EPA's Kespor.se: The ir.citerator proposed for
this project will be owned by the remedial action
contractor. Its design will be exa-ir.ed and
approved by U.S. E?A before it is allowed to be?in
operation. The incinerator will cone frca a
manufacturer, and is not U.S. ZPA's incinerator.

The P3.Ps are under a U.S. EPA administrative order
to conduct the operable unit incineration and as
such are responsible for hiring a remedial action
contractor to perforn the incineration. There is
as yet no resolution of whether PRPs or U.S. EPA
will conduct the final renedial action. It is
U.S. EPA's intent to have the PRPs conduct the
final site recedial action, including
incineration, in which case the saae incinerator
used for the Source Renoval Operable Unit could be
used.

3. Mr. Ray Sapporito said that his readings of
research on PCS incineration indicated that
effective PCB destruction through incineration is
possible if the burn temperatures art hot enough.

U.S. EPA's Response: PCBs can b« destroyed
effectively through incineration if the
incinerators are built and operated according to
specifications that include the proper
temperatures and residence time.

4. Ms. Margaret Schossler felt that incinerators were
incapable of burning at a tenperature high enough
to destroy PCBs.

U.S. EPA's Response: Dioxins can be formed as a
result of low temperature burning of PCBs. If
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temperatures are not high enough there is the
potential for the formation of dioxin. The EPA is
aware of this and will prevent this phenomenon
from occurring by requiring an incinerator capable
of producing temperatures sufficient to destroy
PCBs and by requiring a test bum and process
controls that ensure the incinerator neets
regulatory standards.

5. Ms. Margaret Schossler, Mr. Gabe Demshar, and Mr.
Vern Eall had questions regarding monitoring
incinerator emissions and reporting laboratory
results of emission tests. Their questions
pertained to:

o The people responsible for onsite monitoring
of incinerator emissions

o The frequency and duration of monitoring and
inspection activities

o The responsibility of hiring a laboratory to
test emissions

o The ratio of onsite to offsite analyses

o The availability of test results for public
inspection

o The turnaround time on emission tests

o The frequency of test burns and their role in
determining standards for normal operation

o The air sampling plan

U.S. EPA*s Response: Before full operation of the
incinerator, a test burn will be done to establish
the operation parameters. When the incinerator
is operating full time, its emissions and
operational parameters will be monitored regularly
to ensure that the incinerator meets the standards
set in the test burn. Although the onsite
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monitoring will be done by the remedial action
contractor and not U.S. EPA, U.S. EPA staff or its
representatives will regularly monitor the results
of the contractor performing the emission tests.
The frequency of the tests depends on the sample
being tested. Some parameters require continuous
monitoring, whereas other parameters require less
frequent monitoring. Seme of the tests will be
performed at the onsite laboratory. Other tests
will be performed in offsite laboratories. Sone
parameters will be monitored by equipment
installed on the incinerator. The test results
for the various samples can be placed periodically
in the local repositories. The parameters to be
tested for and the testing procedures will be
documented in a Quality Assurance Project Plan
that will be developed and approved before actual
testing.

6. Mr. Vern Hall and Ms. Margaret Schossler asked
about the length of time the incinerator would
operate and its noise level.

U.S. EPA's Response: It will take approximately
3 months to incinerate the dioxin-contaminated
materials onsite. As part of the source removal
operabl* unit, the incineration will take
approximately 8 months. It is important to note
that incinerationn times are not additive. If
incineration under the Source Removal Operable
Unit remediation and the final remedy are
combined, the incineration time for all the
material in both operable units will be
approximately 10 months. Once the permits are
secured for operating the incinerator and the test
burns are completed, the incinerator will operate
24 hours a day. The incinerator will be equipped
with devices that lessen the noise.

7. Ms. Margaret Schossler stated that hazardous waste
incineration is riddled with unknowns and that
U.S. EPA's oversight of hazardous waste
incineration has been inadequate. She also said
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8.

9.

that the risks to health and the envirsrjrer.t of a
community that has an incinerator has risen. She
stated that incineration is a controlled and
officially sanctioned toxic waste leak through
stack emissions ar.d ash disposal.

U.S. EPA's Response: By law, the Superfund
program is nar.dated to protect hunan health and
the environment in selecting a cleanup strategy.
The ir.cineraticr. plarr.ed for this site has been
proven effective in other locations. U.S. E?A
will monitor every phase of the incineration
process frcm the design phase to emission tests
when the incinerator is fully operational to
ensure that the standards are being met. With the
stringent controls and oversight U.S. EPA
maintains in the incineration process* the health
of the community and the environment will be
protected.

Mr. Gene Trhlin stated that incineration is the
lesser of two evils we have to accept until there
is better technology.

U.S. EPA's Response: Incineration is the most
effective means of destroying the contaminants
present at the site. Incineration is a proven
technology and when done according to our
specifications the community's health and the
environment are protected.

Mr. Vern Ball recommended that the incinerator's
emission test results be posted at the Ashtabula
County Disaster Services Office.

U.S. EPA's Response: Since the Ashtabula County
Disaster Services Office functions as a local
repository, emission test results can be placed
there periodically.
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PRP COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This section addresses the written comments submitted on
behalf of the PRPs during the connent period. A copy of the
concents received are available from U.S. EPA, Region V.
The connects in this section were submitted by:

o Freed^ar., Levy, Kroll & Siccr.ds, Counsellors at
Law, on behalf of Perfection Corporation

o Squire, Sanders Sr Denpsey, Counsellors at Law, on
behalf of Ashland Oil, Inc., Cleveland Electric
Illuminating Company, Consolidated Rail
Corporation, White Consolidated Industries, Inc.
(including its Copes-Vulcan and former R-P&C Valve
Divisions), Shell Oil Company, Mobil Oil
Corporation, Sun Refining and Marketing Company,
Inc., Matlack, Inc., and Anchor Motor Freight,

• o Fuller & Henry, Counsellors at Law, and
Engineering-Science, Inc. on behalf of the Laskin
Task Force

In addition to the concents listed below, the firm of
Freednan, Levy, Kroll & Simonds also submitted comments
concerning the Phased Feasibility Study of August 1987.
Those comments and U.S. EPA's responses are found in the
Responsiveness Summary that followed the Phased Feasibility
Study and will not be repeated here.

1. Freedman, Levy, Kroll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA has inappropriately named Perfection in a
CERCLA 106 Order and certain liable parties have
inappropriately sued Perfection in a third-party
action.

U.S. EPA's Response: The question of Perfection
Corporation's status as a PRP and being named in a
106 Order are not factors in the choice of
remediation action. These legal matters are under
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consideration by U.S. E?A Regional Counsel or are
the subject of ongoing litigation.

Freedman, Levy, Krcll & Simonds stated that U.S.
EPA's heavy reliance on thermal treatment in the
remedial action is not justified. The expensive
themai treatment recor=er.ded by U.S. EPA has
increased the total cleanup cost to a level in
excess of what is necessary to protect public

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA studied nine
alternatives before selecting the recommended
remedial action. Within the nine alcernatives the
level of treatment varied. Soce alternatives had
no provision for treatment while others made it a
major component of the cleanup process. In the
process of selecting the recommended remedial
action, U.S. EPA did not focus solely on the cost
of the alternative. The alternative's cost was
only one of nine criteria considered. After each
alternative was evaluated for the nine criteria,
Alternative 3A was selected as the remedial action
because it represented the best balance among the
evaluation criteria. Alternative 3A will
incinerate the least amount of contaminated
material of the four alternatives that relied on
incineration.

3. Squire, Sanders fc Dempsey, and Freedman, Levy,
Rroll fc Simonds stated several concerns about U.S.
EPA's ability to perform remedial action at the
Laskin site. They are:

o U.S. EPA may only perform remedial action at
the Laskin site if that action is necessary
as a result of a release or threatened
release of hazardous substances

o The fact that petroleum and its constituents
are not hazardous substances means that U.S.
EPA cannot use Super fund monies to respond to
releases of petroleum.
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The feasibility study does not distinguish
petroleun fron hazardous substances, and thus
fails to indicate whether any potential
Agency remedial action would be authorized by
law.

U.S. EPA's Response: It is clear that there have
been releases and threats of releases of hazardous
substances at and fron the site. Whether those
substances are mixed with petroleun products has
no bearing on the obligation and authority of the
U.S. EPA to respond to such threats or require
others to do so. The scope of the petroleum
exclusion is, as this comnenter is aware, the
subject of litigation pending in the Northern
District of Ohio. The U.S. EPA believes the FS
correctly addressed the types and effects of the
hazardous substances present at the sit*.

4. Freedcan, Levy, Kroll i Sinonds stated that U.S.
EPA's "land ban" concerns may have been based on
erroneous constructions of the lav and U.S. EPA
has never satisfactorily explained how it has
reached its conclusions. The connenter did not
specify the nature of the "erroneous
constructions" of the "land ban" lav.

U.S. EPA's Response: The applicability of th«
land ban is based on U.S. EPA's interpretation
that when wastes from different units art put into
one unit, placement of hazardous vaste has
occurred, thus triggering the restrictions. The
tanks are clearly separate units from the pits or
whatever other area that could be chosen for
consolidation.

5. The Laskin Task Force and Freedman, Levy, Kroll fc
Simonds stated that if U.S. EPA selects
Alternative 3A, the source removal operable unit
and the final remedy should be combined.
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U.S. EPA's Respor.se: U.S. £?A would like to
conbir.e the source removal operable unit and the
final remedy in an effort to reduce the total cost
of the remedial action, to reduce the impact on
the community, and to accelerate the cleanup
required under the Source Removal Operable Unit
remedial action.

6. Fresdnan, Levy, Kroll & Sinonds stated that U.S.
E?A and the ?5.?s should reach a settlement on this
site by focusing on a settlement in a coordinated
fashion.

U.S. EPA's Response: It is in the public's best
interest to reach a rational and integrated
settlement at the site and U.S. EPA is actively
pursuing this. The scope and form of a settlement
are not issues that need to be addressed in
connection with the ROD.

7. Squire, Sanders t Dempsey stated that, to th«
extent that U.S. EPA's proposed remedial action
purports to be based on the need to address
problems presented by PCBs and certain other
hazardous substances, the PRPs should not be held
liable for such costs because they sent no
materials aside from petroleum.

U.S. EPA's Response: Issues of PRP liability are
not properly addressed in connection with the ROD.

8. Squirtt Sanders & Dempsey stated that U.S. EPA
must consider all phases of remediation at the
site in determining the overall cost effectiveness
of the remediation. Since the final proposed
remediation included capping, the FS should have
considered whether the use of a cap could
eliminate the need for heat treatment, thereby
lowering the total cost of remediation at the
site.

U.S. EPA's Response: The FS determined that
capping the contaminated area of the site would
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not reduce the uoxicity, mobility, ar.d volume of
the dioxin-contaminated material. Under SARA,
there is a preference for selecting alternatives
that include treatment. This is particularly
important when dealing with dioxin because of its
high toxicity. Alternative 3A provides a balance
where certain contaminated materials are treated
and others are contained in a cost-effective
nar^ier that protects hunan health and the
environment.

The Source Removal Operable Unit remedy was
selected before the final remedy, consistent with
Section 300.68(c) of the National Contingency Plan
(November 20, 1985), which states that operable
unit implementation may begirt before selection of
an appropriate final remedial action if such
measures are cost-effective and consistent with
the permanent remedy. The findings of
cost-effectiveness and consistency with the
permanent remedy were made for the Source Removal
Operable Unit in the ROD for that remedy selection
dated September 30, 1987.

Hazardous waste landfill capping was considered in
the operable unit remedy selection and was .
determined an inappropriate remedial action for
these materials given the CERCLA Section 121
preference for remedial actions that include
treatment that permanently and significantly
reduce volume* toxicity, or mobility of hazardous
substances and concerns about the long-term
effectiveness of capping to contain these
materials. It was in the judgment of the U.S. EPA
that, since the soils to be remediated under the
Source Removal Operable Unit remedial action are
saturated, the nonaqueous liquid hazardous
material contained in the soil would still have
the potential to migrate even after the site is
dewatered.

The final remedy, which includes placement of a
hazardous waste landfill cap over the remaining
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site contacinated soils, is consistent with the
Source Renoval Operable Unit renedy selection and
does not render that renedial action not
cost-effective.

9. The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders fc
Dempsay acknowledge Alternative 3A's superiority
to Alternatives 4, 5, and 6 with respect to cost
effectiveness, inplesentability, and protection or
the environment ar.d human, health.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

10. The Laskin Task Force and Squire, Sanders &
Denpsey stated that the dioxin vault should be
placed in a location that will minimize
disturbance or damage to the site, including the
cap, if future dioxin removal or treatment is
necessary.

U.S. EPA's Response: The final location of the
dioxin vault will be determined during remedial
design. The vault will be located to minimize
disruption to the cap and provide protection to
the public during the temporary storage of the
dioxin-contaminated material.

11. Squire, Sanders fc Dempsey stated that the proposed
remediation of the retention pond and drainage of
the freshwater pond, two areas considered
uncontaminattd by U.S. EPA, unnecessarily increase
the total project cost.

U.S. EPA's Response: Tht retention pond and the
freshwater pond are being filled because they act
as recharge areas for the groundwater onsite and
they are in direct conflict with the cap. Filling
the ponds will help lower the groundwater table
onsite, reducing the amount of water that passes
through the contaminated soil.
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12. Squire, Sanders & Denpsey stated that U.S. £?A
cannot support its proposed remedial action for
the source control operable unit with a risk
assessment that is inaccurate and incooplete.

U.S. EPA's Response: This concent has been
answered In the Responsiveness Sursary for the
1987 phased feasibility study.

13. Squire, Sanders i Denpsey stated several concerns
about the feasibility study's assumptions abour.
dioxin contamination and the proposed remedy.
They are:

o The assumption that the entire boiler house
structure is contaminated and that the soil
is contaminated to a depth of 3 feet is
inappropriate.

o The feasibility study provides no valid basis
for the selected dioxin remedy.

o There is no need to segregate the dioxin-
contaminated material and other matter. U.S.
EPA should consolidate the boiler house
equipment under the cap.

U.S. EPA's Response: Sufficient information was
gathered during the RI to compare alternatives in
the FS and choose a remedy in the Record of
Decision. In addition, dioxins were found in the
soil floor of the boiler house, in the boilers,
and in the ash from the smokestack. With
documented dioxin contamination this widespread,
it was ftlt that other parts of the boiler house
were also contaminated and the decision was made
to incinerate the entire structure. While it is
true that the FS did assume the boiler floor was
contaminated to a depth of 3 feet, that assumption
was viewed as * conservative estimate. Additional
data must be collected during the remedial design
to refine the extent of dioxin contamination.



These data will then precisely define the soil
that needs to be incinerated.

The site-specific remedial action goals for the
boiler house soil and ash are identical to those
for the other onsite soil, but because of the
presence of highly toxic dioxins they are not
grouped with the other soil. Dioxin-contaminated
materials must conform to special treatment and
disposal requirements (i.e., destruction and
removal efficiencies). Keeping the dioxin-
contaminated materials separate will allow for the
ultimate disposal of materials that cannot be
thermally treated or decontaminated.

14. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that the heat
treatment remedy for dioxin-contaminated equipment
and soil may not be cost-effective if the PRP-
directed cleanup of the source operable unit does
not include onsite incineration.

U.S. EPA's Response: It has already been
determined that incineration of tht source
material in the source operable unit will take
place onsite.

15. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey stated that it may be
unnecessary to pursue both heat treatment and the
concrete vault.

U.S. EPA's Response: The concrete vault, unlike
thermal treatment, is not viewed as a permanent
treatment. The vault will hold dioxin-
contaminated wastes that are not amenable to
incineration or decontamination at this time.
When the ultimate disposal of the dioxin-
contaminated materials is determined by U.S. EPA,
they will be removed from the vault and disposed
of. Currently, there are no known commercial
facilities that will accept dioxin-contaminated
material for treatment or disposal.
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17. Squire, Sanders i Denpsey stated that U.S. E?A has
violated due process, SARA administrative
procedures, and the Freedom of Information Act by
failing to provide sufficient time to coonent on
the remedial investigation and the feasibility
study.

U.S. EPA's Respor.se: The public connent period
oust last a minimus of 21 days as specified under
the National Contingency Plan, A 30-day comment
period for the site extended from April 12 to
May 12, 1939. On April 12, 1989, the U.S. EPA
published announcements of the availability of the
Proposed Plan and FS documents in two separate
local newspapers. The U.S. EPA feels adequate
time was provided for review of and comment on the
feasibility study.

Furthermore, the RI report has been available for
public review since December 1988. It was
available at the U.S. EPA Region V offices in
Chicago and in the two established public
repositories near the site (Ashtabula County
Disasters Services Office and the Ashtabula County
District Library). A copy of the RI report could
also have been obtained from the U.S. EPA.

18. The Laskin Task Force stated that the additional
benefit of an interceptor trench should be
evaluated after the impacts of draining and
filling the ponds is assessed. The groundwater
table should be monitored throughout the sit*
remediation and the decision about the necessity
of the diversion trench should be delayed until
near the end of remediation.

U.S. EPA's Response: The purpose of the
groundwater trench is to prevent groundwater
flowing coward Cemetery Creek from coming in
contact with the contaminated soil. It is true
that groundwater inflow at the site is a small
percentage of the base flow from the site. During
the remedial design phase, after the pond
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dewatering, groundwater volumes will be reassessed
and the locacion and size of the trench will be
reexanined. Current information from the site,
however, indicates that the diversion trench is
necessary to effectively divert upgradient
groundwater to prevent that groundwater from
coning into contact with contaminated soils.

19. The La skin. Task Force stated that the onsite
residents should relocate to an area away from the
site during construction and operation of the
remedial action.

U.S. EPA's Response: Although U.S. EPA does not
intend to relocate the site's residents during the
remedial action, it would be to their advantage to
relocate during that time and the U.S. EPA will
inform them accordingly.

20. The Laskin Task Force stated that capping the
contaminated soil onsite will attain the goals of
protecting public health by isolating contaminated
soil from possible future contact and limiting
infiltration and future impacts on groundwater
quality.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA acknowledges
support for its recommendation.

21. The Laskin Task Force stated that the methods for
implementing the components of Alternative 3A,
including choosing the location of the dioxin
vault, should be described in the remedial design
document, not in the Record of Decision.

U.S. EPA's Response: The feasibility study's
selected alternative and the Record of Decision
describe the general concept of the remedial
action. The final vault location will be
determined during the remedial design phase.
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OHIO EPA COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND U.S. EPA RESPONSES

This responsiveness stannary addresses the written concents
submitted by the Ohio EPA during the comnent period. A copy
of the connents received are available at U.S. EPA, Region
V, Chicago.

i. A number of comments and questions concerned the
proposed cap and diversion trench. These include:

o Alternatives 3A, 4A, and 5A do not
convincingly demonstrate that the remedy will
eliminate recharge to the area of groundwater
contamination under the site.

o In Alternative 3A, an uncapped area ranging
in width from 25 feet to 50 feet will exist
between the cap and the landfill. How will
surface runoff from the cap and precipitation
falling on that area be diverted?

o How will surface drainage from the capped
area be tied into the diversion trench?

U.S. EPA's Response: The FS report describes the
general concept and the approximate location of
the cap and trench. The engineered scheme
presented in the report will be designed to
provide effective dewatering of the site. During
remedial design, the exact locations of the cap
and trench will be determined based upon design
investigations. The cap will be designed to allow
virtually no infiltration into the contaminated
soil inside the diversion trench, as it is
anticipated that there will be no uncapped area
inside the diversion trench (see Attachment B).
All surface runoff from the cap will be directed
outside the perimeter of the trench further
preventing recharge to the contaminated area.
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2. How will the deed restrictions, access
restrictions, and site fencing apply to the onsite
resident? Also, what is the proposed location of
the site fencing?

U.S. EPA's Response: The effect of the proposed
institutional controls on the site residents will
be to bar interference with or damage to the
remedial action (i.e., excavation through the cap,
installation of groundwatar wells). Additional
and augmented onsite fencing will be installed as
part of the Source Removal Operable Unit remedial
action, which is currently being designed. The
location of the fence will be determined during
design.

3. The following requests were made for collection of
additional data:

o Additional groundwater and surface water
testing is needed before remedial design.

o Soil samples should be taken on slope.

o A boring should be taken in the boiler house.
*

o The boiler house dimensions should be
measured accurately.

o Hydrotesting should be performed to determine
the need for groundwater treatment.

U.S. EPA's Response: It is the opinion of the
U.S. EPA that sufficient data collection was
performed during the remedial investigation to
compare alternatives in the feasibility study and
choose e remedy for the site. During remedial
design, additional data will be collected to
ensure the proper design of the remedial action.
Collection of additional data could possibly
include any or all of the commentar's suggested
actions. An exception would be hydrotesting. The
need for hydrotesting is questioned since the
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6.

7.

renedial action will effectively dewater the
aquifer beneath the site, making treatment of site
groundwater unnecessary.

Cross section B-B* should be added to Figure 1-4
in the feasibility study.

U.S. EPA's Response: This cross section is
presented in the RI report (Figure 3-3).

The final feasibility study was not clear whether
a specific task (i.e., preparation of a specific
area for incineration) would be taken in the final
RD/RA or during the Source Removal Operable Unit
RD/RA.

U.S. EPA's Response: The feasibility study
assumed that the final remedial action and the
Source Control Operable Unit remedial action would
not be conducted concurrently. However, the
feasibility study did estimate that there could be
a cost savings if the two remedial actions were
done concurrently. It is not currently known if
the site muse be prepared either once or twice for
incineration activities.

Because Alternative 6 leaves dioxins in an onsite
vault, it does not meet RCRA closure performance
for contaminated groundwater. Therefore this
alternative cannot be considered a clean closure.

U.S. EPA's Response: When the dioxin vault is
removed and the groundwater has dissipated, the
site will be considered a clean closure. Until
that time, short-term management of the site is
required.

The dioxin vault does not appear to meet Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements
concerning secondary containment and detection of
releases.
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U.S. EPA's Response: The vault will be designed
to meet RCRA tank requirements (40 CFR
Section 264.192), the relevant and appropriate
regulations for determining the storage structure
for the dioxin-contaminated waste.

8. The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act allows FEMA to
assess valuation of property if acquired as a part
of the renedial action.

U.S. EPA's Response: The renedial action does not
at this time include acquisition of the property.
It is possible, however, that information gathered
during the design of the final remedy would
indicate a need to acquire the property and
relocate the site residents to properly implement
the remedy. If this situation arises, the U.S.
EPA will follow the appropriate procedures to
relocate and properly compensate the property
owner.

9. Since the most protective multilayer cap is the
composite design using both a geotextile material
and a clay layer, it appears reasonable to import
fill that would allow for the selection of the
more protective technology.

U.S. EPA's Response: The multilayer cap (soil and
geotextile) proposed in Alternative 3A, the
selected alternative, exceeds RCRA's hydraulic
conductivity criteria for closure. The additional
cost of importing clay ($300,000) was based mainly
on additional transportation costs. Clay was
assumed to require transportation over a grtater
distance. The cost differential between soil and
clay could be less depending on the location of
the provider. At the time of construction
bidding, the cost differential between clay and
soil fill could be evaluated and the clay
necessary to construct a 2-foot layer in the cap
could be imported in lieu of the corresponding
amount of soil.
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10. An east-west cross section of the proposed grading
plan and a cross section shoving the proposed cap
in relation to the diversion trench should be
provided.

U.S. EPA's Response: These cross sections vill be
developed during recedial design.

11. Where will contaminated soils be stockpiled while
building the RCRA landfill?

U.S. EPA's Response: The recommended alternative
does not include an onsite RCRA landfill. This
option was eliminated from consideration due to
implementability concerns, including lack of room
onsite to allow stockpiling of contaminated soil
during construction of a RCRA landfill.

12. Site groundwater monitoring must comply with RCRA
post-closure groundwater monitoring requirements.
Monitoring should include both the shallow and
deep aquifers.

U.S. EPA's Response: U.S. EPA agrees with this
recommendation.

13. Alternatives 2 through 5B should include deed
restrictions, access restrictions, and sit*
fencing. Alternative 6 should include deed and
access restrictions and site fencing for the
dioxin storage area.

U.S. EPA'i Response: Table 4-3 in the FS report
indicates that deed restrictions or other use or
institutional restrictions will be used.

14. The no-action alternative states that risk would
net increase from no action. Hypothetically,
•vents could take place under the no-action
alternative that could increase risk to receptors.
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U.S. EPA's Response: The risk assessment
addresses those risks with a reasonable
probability of occurring. Hypothetically, many
extremely low probability events not considered in
the risk assessment could occur, which would
increase risk at the site under no action above
the risk currently described in the FS report. It
should be noted, however, that the FS report
describes the risk at the site as unacceptable
under the no-action alternative.

15. Treatment of groundwater under Alternatives 3A,
4A, and SA would result in a greater reduction in
onsite contaminant mass than the incineration of
dioxin-contaminated materials.

U.S. EPA's Response: Contaminated groundwater is
not seen to pose a threat at this time because of
the lack of exposure routes under current use
conditions. Dewatering the site under
Alternative 3A will prevent any future generation
of contaminated groundwater. However, not
actively remediating the dioxin-contaminated
material does pose an unacceptable public health
threat. The U.S. EPA agrees with the commenter's
assessment, but stands by its determination that
Alternative 3A is the appropriate remedy.

16. Ohio EPA's preferred alternative is Alternative 6.
While subject to results of needed treatability
studiest Alternative 6 seems to leave the Laskin
Poplar site suitable for unlimited future use.
Alternative 3A requires an indefinite period of
institutional controls to be adequately
protective.

U.S. EPA*a Response: The U.S. EPA responded to
these concerns in a letter to Richard L. Shank
dated May 22, 1989 (see Attachment C).

GLT902/001.50
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AT LASKIN POPLAR OIL SITE



Attachment A
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED

AT LASRIN POPLAR OIL SITE

1983

1983

August 1987

March 1989

April 1989

Public nesting held to describe Phase I
RI process.

Community Relations Plan prepared

Fact sheet prepared describing Phase II
RI study and focused Feasibility Study

Availability session held with U.S. EPA
staff to discuss onsite progress

Public meeting held to accept comments
on the focused FS for the source
material removal operable unit

Community Relations Plan updated

Fact sheet prepared describing RI
findings and the scope of the sitewide
FS

Fact sheet prepared describing completed
FS, alternative methods for site
cleanup, and the recommended remedial
action

Public netting held to accept comments
on the sitewide FS and U.S. EPA's
proposed final remedy.

GLT902/003.50



Attachment B
FIGURE 4-8 (FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT), REVISED



/ M\

QF.Ite DISPOSAL VAULT
nl «

,' V /^ )\:'
'--.—.•«; •'

"

x •-•

LEGEND
APPnOMMATE LOCATION

-~ OF DIVERSION TRENCH

APPROMMATEUMT8
OF THE CAP

NOT1:
FINAL UMTS OF CAP AND LOCATION
OF DIVERSION TRENCH TO BE
OETERMNEO DURING REMEDIAL DEVON

v

^DRAINED AND FILLED
FRESHWATER POND

REVISED (6-12-69)
FIGURE 4-8
ALTERNATIVE 3A
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
CAP AND DIVERSION TRENCr



Attachnent C
RATIONALE FOR SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 3A

LETTER TO OHIO EPA
MAY 22, 1989
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WAV 2 2 '£33

Ric-̂ arcl 1. Shank, Ph.D.
Director
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
P.O. Box 1049
1800 V.atermark Drive
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149

Dear Dr. Shank:

TĴ ank you for your letter of April 25, 1989. I am writing to address
your concerns about the proposal of Ranedial Alternative 3A as the United
States Environmental Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA's) preferred remedy
for the Laskins/Poplar Oil site. TSus preferred remedy was included in
the Proposed Plan, which was issued April 12, 1989. I also feel it is
necessary to briefly examine the necessity of a treatability study in
order to properly evaluate Remedial Alternative 6.

As you indicated, our initial review of Alternative 6 suggested the
remedy might allow for unlimited future use at the site. However, upon
further review, we concluded Alternative 6 would, in fact, require long-
term operation and maintenance (OiW) . Uiis O&M involves on-site
management of any remaining dioxin-contaminated debris and hazardous
waste disposal of any lead-containing residue ash that would not meet
hazardous waste delisting criteria. Treatability studies do not appear
necessary to conclude that a significant portion of this material will
need to be managed a hazardous waste.

Alternative 6 »i£r> involves greater short-term risks than Alternative 3A.
Remedial Alternative 3A is fully protective of human health and the
environment. Alternative 3A, in combination with the operable unit
currently being designed, treats the most hazardous material at the site.
Garments received front the community thus far have expressed great
concern about incineration activities at the site. This concern was a
factor in the proposal of Remedial Alternative 3A, which incinerates only
the most hazardous materials, and minimizes the duration of incineration.
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"'ITS 3ec:sion document represents :ne selected remedial action *or the
jnit 'or the Lasxf i/aoplar Oil site. .': -as developed in accordance witn :-e
Ocmorehensive -.ivironmental Response, Csmoensatfon, and (.facility Act if 1380
'CESCJ.A), as amended 3y tfie Suoerfjnd Amendments and Seautnonzation Act of
1986 I SARA) , and to the extent practicable, the National Contingency 3^an of
1385 f.NCP) (40 CF3 Part 300).

The State of Ohio has concurred on the selected remedy, as stated in the attached
Letter of Concurrence.

BASIS:

The selection of remedy is oased upon the Laskin/Poolar 011 site Administrative
Record. The attached index identifies the items which comprise this record.

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED REMEDY:

The selected remedy consists of the following major components:

- construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the site and
the on-site incinerator;

- on-site incineration of oils, sludges, and highly contaminated soils;

- off-site treatment of all wastewater, decontamination Mater, and scrubber
water;

- off-site disposal of all incinerator ash;

- dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks;

- crushing and Incineration of the cinder slock walls of the pits;

- backfilling and/or grading of all excavated areas to preclude ponding.

DECLARATION:

Consistent with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and the '<CP, I have determined that
the remtdy described afiov* is a cost-effective interim remedy. This action is
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SUMMAflr JF ?£^E3:.-»L AL'-SNATTVc S-

OIL
SOURCE ?c."OVAL OPE3A8LE ^l'

Sr- LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Laskin/Pcplar Oil site is located *est of the vi l lage of Jef'erson ;->
Ashtaoula County, Ohio. The si te occupies approximately 9 acres, "he
general site location is shown in Figure 1.

The site is bounded on the north by Cemetery Creek, on the south and east
oy the Ashtaoula Fairgrounds, and to the west ay wooded areas. A nap of
the site is shown in Figure 2. The following facilities and structures
are located on site:

*
- The residence of Mr. Alvin laskin, property owner;
- A boiler house, four boilers, and a stack;
- Several greenhouses;
- Thirty-four tanks;
- Four pits;
- A retention pond, a freshwater pond, and two treatment

ponds; and
- Miscellaneous sheds and buildings.

SITE HISTORY

A greenhouse operation started at the laskin/Poplar oil site approximately
30 years ago. Sellers were Installed approximately 30 years ago to heat
the greenhouses. During the 1960's, tanks were Installed to hold waste oil
to fire the boilers. The oils were not analyzed prior to acceptance, and
oil containing PCS's and other hazardous constituents were accepted.

When the greenhouse business deteriorated, the owner began collecting,
reselling, and disposing of waste oils. These activities included oiling
roads In Aslitaoul* County. Through a series of legal actions, the company
was place* fnto receivership. All on-sue business activities relating to
oil have stopped.
Remedial activities began in December, 1980 and the site is presently
involved In a comprehensive federal-lead Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) which will oe completed in 1988. This action is an operable
unit to address the source material onstte. It will be consistent with the
final remedy to the greatest extent practicable.



emergency actions ->ave tixen j ' a c a a: :ie s ; :a s:.^ce :ne ' J .5 .£ = A
fi.-st aecame involved. Oufig '.932, Suoer-'jna 3 fanned re-nova! ooerafsn
"amoved 302,000 ga l lons :f *as:3 :i', t reacsa ino -e leased -120,000 g a l l o
;f contaminated water ana sohai' ied 205, JOO gal lons :f s lucge . Ii
1935-46, :.*e aotential -ssoons 'o le ;ar:;es ; 3 1 ?P's I -amoved aooroxi-natel/
2:0, :-CG :a'':.-is of 31 1 anc *ast5*at3r ->?m :ne 3^.3. AM :f ;ne 31:3

SITE STATUS

3nase i of :ne ramedia! investigation (51), ^nicn cnaracterized :ne
was)cn/3oolar 3il sice and identified potential pathways for cneimcal
migration, ias aeen completed, rield *orx for Phase II of tne 51 is
scnedu'ed for 1QFY88 and w i l l jrovide detailed information on groundwater,
soil, and dioxin contamination. The 500 for Me overall site is expected
some :me in 1988.

3ata collected during the Phase I of :ne RI and by the PRPs nas shown
:nat further action is required at the site. Of immediate concern is the
oulk *aste material still present at Me site and the potential risk to
public health, welfare, and tne environment the waste material presents.
The waste present on the site
include the following:

- Approximately 6000 gallons of oil
- Approximately 60,000 gallons of wastewater
- Approximately 705,000 gallons of sludge

A .no re detailed breakdown of the waste volumes is given in tne Appendix
of tne pnased feasibility study.

The types of contaminants present in tne wastes include polycnlorinated
bipnenyls (?C8s), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and volatile
organic compounds (VOCs). The levels of contaminants found in the waste
-naterial are summarized in Table 1. The soils immediately surrounding
tne pits are expected to nave contaminant levels commensurate with those
found in the sludges and oils. Lower levels of contaminants are found i.n
tne borings surrounding tnt pits. Soils *nicn are visibly contaminated
w i l l oe considered "source" soils and w i l l be included in this source
removal optrablt unit.

5ISK TO RCCEPT08S VIA PATHWAYS

There is a continuing potential for a release of tne contaminated liquids
and sludgts to tnt environment. A release could occur through fire,
natural deterioration of tne tanks and their fittings, setpagt through
the sides and unlintd bottoms of the pits, and accidental or deliberate
acts. A release from any of tnest routes would have the potential to
contaminate surface water, groundwater, and soil.

-4-



"?e route of greatest concern '» saeoage *-on :•>« siies :f :"e 3 ? t s
:.ie jnlined bottoms or" :ne a i t s . Seepage *ron :*e a i t s «ou!o lave :-e
jocential of contaminating groundwater »nc s o t ' , jro^ndwater sa;no?es
:a<en oy c?A contractors ai<j 30 :1 sa.-io'es :a<ei -'-:n around :ne a i ts
'n3::ate releases nave already :ccjr-ed. ~~e so ' i ; :-nmediacely sur-
-ounai.-ig t.ie o i ts are expected :o conta in contami -3.0:3 it !sveis s imi lar
to v-'osa ':und fi :.ie sljages and o i i s 'i *m;? :.iey ara ;i contact,
"^e ::^fiued oresance or c.iese ^asts ^ater 'a ls vou ' - a i : o w ncre seepage
:o occjr.

>ere is a potential *or fire ac :ie s::*. "ie ^astas T.I ?it I nave a
*lasn aoint of only 30-35 .r, and -tucn of :ne 3 i i s and s'udges lave iign
37J values. A fire, started ay *natsver -:eans, :ould create a contami-
nated s mo ice plume and could release contaminated materials co the site
and surrounding area.

3ased on surface topography, contaminants leased on si te have the
potential of oeing carried into Cemetery Creeic. Cemetery Cree* empties
into the Grand 3iver wnicn supplies the drin«ing *ater for approximately
25,300 people in Ashtaoula County.

PC3s

PC8s are aOsoroed through the lungs, the gastrointestinal tract, the
intact skin, and (in experimentally exposed animals) :he eyes. After
aosorption, PC8s circulate through the body in the blood and accumulate
in the liver, adrenal glands, and sKin.

The most significant concerns from PCSs are the chronic effects which are
manifested over prolonged, but not necessarily continuous, exposure to
low levels. Many of the toxic effects in nammals have been noted at
extremely low levels of exposure, in several species at dietary levels of
only 1.0 to 2.5 ppm or less. The toxic effects of PC3s in humans have
been reported both as a result of occupational exposures and in the
general population. PCBs have been shown to be carcinogenic in rats and
nice, and there is evidence that it might cause stomac.t and liver cancer
in humans. The Office of Health and Environmental Assessment (OHCA) of
the U.S.EPA developed health advisories for PC9s in soil. The OHEA asses-
sment concluded that a PCS level of I to 5 ppm in soil in a residential/
commercial area would be associated with a 1*10-5 level of oncogenic
risk.

The levels of PCSs in the oils are above 50 ppm in every sample taken and
are as high 170 ppm. The levels in the sludges are generally greater
than 20 ppm and are found as high as 23d ppm. ~he levels of PC3s found
in the borings nearest to the pits, approximately 4 to 5 feet, are below
3 ppm.

-7-



_3ad '» the rcetal of pr-imary concern *':und -i -•*.& *asta material, ""e
^a;i -ouces of exposure for lead i"e "inalat'on and 'Tgest'on. "he

*:r Disease Control ;:OC) iave stated tnat soil and 2ust levels of
:nan 500-1000 ppm appear to oe resoonsiDie for olood levels i->

;-!'':ren •icreasi"g aoove aac.*. ground 'evels. Tie iajor "ealtn effects
assoc'ited *iti lead concern damage to :.ie le-natopoietic and neurological
3/stem. _aad can cause renal lysfjnction, and is <nown to oe taratogenic
to am-nals. There is evidence cnat /oung cmlaren are nors sansi;:ve to
tie toxic effects of lead t.ian are adults.

>e levels of lead in tne oils range •>om 30-543 ppm. The level of lead
"i tne sludges range from 59-12,-100 ppm.

=>OLYNUCL£AR AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS ;?4Hs)

A lumoer of PAHs were identified in the oase/neutral analysis for tht
sludges. As a group, PAHs are persistent in the environment. Some PAHs '
are carcinogenic and mutagenic. Materials such as tars and oils, known
to contain PAHs, have seen snown to be carcinogenic to humans. According
to the regional spokesperson for the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Disease Registry (ATSOR), CDC considers total average PAH levels of up to
100 ppm in residential areas and 1000 ppm in comercial areas acceptable.

The levels of total PAHs in the sludges range from 423 ppm to over 32,000
ppm.

VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCs)

No health based standards for VOCs in soil currently exist. However,
some of the VOCs found at tht site are considered toxic or are carcinogens.
A number of tne VOCs in tnt sludges can be found at levels greater than
10,000 ppm. The level of VOCs in the closest soil borings to tne pits
can be found at greater than 1 ppn.

ENFORCEMENT HISTORY

State actions it tnt Laskin/Poplar 011 site include a complaint filed in
the Asntibvla County Court of Common Pleas in April 1979 for air and
*ater pollution violations. The owner/operator was found l i a b l e by the
court and ordtred to cleanup the site. The owner/operator was found in
contempt of court on several occasions and a receiver was appointed for
the business by the Asntabula County Court of Common Pleas court on December
22, 1980. The owner/operator entered into a consent decree with the Federal
Government on January 21, 1981. The consent decree required the
owner/operator to cleanup the site, halt discharge of contaminated water
to Cemetary Creek, and abide by TSCA PCS rjles.

--3-



ftar several emergency fijnd-fi'Tanced removals :e:ween 1930 ana 1383, a
.""'atari! Administrative Zris'- AC) was *ss jed to '"our 3oo s -^ August
?3-. "-'5 AO required the -emovai and i r |CMe rat:on o^" t-e :'j!< of t.ie
;r:>mi-at*d oil and treatment o*" the contaminated «atsr t."at ^as :on-
3'«9<3 ,, ,«e 3;.s 3rld »an<s on 5;:*. "*»;j :r-:er *as -cmoi 'ed wt.n
..--g :?e -T i tar 3f 1935-36.

c j . n??a te ra l AO, :a eignt 31?Ps, was 'ssued :n July 1986. "his
-men originally required tn» removal and ncrneration of trie
ng sljdge, «as amended in Seotemoer, 1986. "he amended AQ required

& csveiooment of a woncolan to -emove and incinerate trie sludge and to
the so i ls around cne in ground pits, "his ^ornplan Mas suomitted

1987.

Additionally, while these administrative en'orcem«nt activities were
taxing place, the U.S.cPA was pursuing a cost recovery action to recover
tie monies spent on the emergency actions, ^e first complaint was filed
in June 1984. Amended complaints were filed in December 1984, July 1985,
and Octooer 1986. Currently tnere are eleven defendents in this action
including the owner/operator, the operating company (Poplar Oil Co.), a
finance company, and eight corporations wftich generated wastes sent to
tne site. These dependents have sued an additional 600 third parties,
have settled with approximately 30, and have since dismissed another 30
for lacK of evidence. Settlement discussions on this action are on-going.

COMMJNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

'J .S.cPA's community relations activities at the Laskin/Poplar Oil site
date oack to 1981, when the agency conducted emergency actions to prevent
oil from leaching off the site. Between July and November, 1982, U.S.EPA
conducted a removal at the site which resulted in the elimination of the
si te 's most imminent -hazards. A Community Delations Plan (CRP) was
prepared and implemented during that time.

'"He public comment period for this operable unit stated on August 10,
1987 and went through Septwber 11, 1987. On August 13, 1987, a public
availability session was held at the Jefferson Courthouse, giving area
residents an opportunity to meet and talk with staff about site activi-
ties. On August 26, U.S.EPA held a public meeting to accept comments on
the feasibility study for the source material removal operable unit.

Health issues Have, and continue to be a major source of concern for the
citizens. Concerns center around the pathways of possible exposure to
contaminants during tne period of the site's operation. These include
exposure to the burning of PC8 contaminated oil, the road spreading of
the oil, and the presence of dioxin. Questions and comments posed by the
community and the PRPs are included in the attached responsivness summary.

•9-



EVALUATION

a!
oojective of trie 3.13332 -aaso i i i t / st.,cy

ar:ernati ves for :ne removal of source iaceria!
-C5;

J:o!ar ;i ] s::e.
as *e!! as l i^n/ co
r:r :-"5 ooeraole j

^n'c.i -iay serve as a sourca
isanc :o sarve as :.he *'ial
"ave :een -n^de to <eeo :ne

-3 :o e
from :ie .as<w

Source -naceria! 'id uses tne s l jcgas, 31 Is, and *<iste-
"13 ;!aan~jo aooroac.i ?s:

'or fjrtner
remediation

actions

i ica cone a.nnat ion and is ^
level for t.ie si te. .A l l ic

of tn ts :perjole jni: consistent
:ne f':ial remedy :o :ne axtant it can oe anticipated.

*he remedy selected «ill oe consistent --*it.i the goals and intanc of the
Comprenensi ve environmental .Response, Compensation, and '.facility Act of
1980 (CE3CLA) as amended oy the Superfund Amendments and Seauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA) and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Con-
tingency
July 15,

"lan (NC?)
1982).

(W CF3 Part 300 et . seq., 47 Federal Register 31130,

An environmental assessment present ad in Chapter 2 of the PFS determined
that source control measures are needed at the site. A list of approp-
riate remedial response tecnnologies *as identified. Each technology was
screened oased on its tecnnlcal feasibility and implementaoi lity. The
following tecnnologies were considered appropriate technologies:

Oils/Sludges/Soils
- On-site containment
- Off-site containment
- On-site land treatment
- On-site incineration
- Jff-site incineration
- On-site incineration/

Off -site containment
Wastewaters

- On-site treatment
- Off-site treatment

Tanks
- Oismant ling/Off -site

disposal

Tecnnol ogles wfclcft wcrt eliminated from fjrt.ier consideration include
on-site cofttilnMnt, on-site land treatment, and on-site wastewater
treatment. The on-$1te containment option encompased the placement of
the source soils and tne waste from the tanks and pits into an on-site
waste disposal unit. This option was iot considered implementable due to
tne impending Novemoer &, 1988 deadline i noosed by the Land Disposal
Restrictions. The Land Disposal Restrictions prohibit the land disposal
of all wastes included on the California List and solvent wastes from

-10-



categories rOOl-rOOS. fhe cesi jn, cons t.-.:t :on, r ssosa l , 3"<- c loser '
would all need to oe f intsned or 'or to :ie vcve-ioer 3, ^533 seaside,
.ana treatment was not considered :ac-.i 'cai '/ ' a a s ' o ' e '"or tie treat.™
of tie levels of 3C3s ana naiogenatad oryamcs *':u,id ' i tie -*aste -nat.
' • •a ls . Jn-si t» «astawater treatment -*as "ot cons::e red tacnmcal ly
•"easiole, oased on tie volumes expected and tne di "vcj! ty in aciievi'

' a ve l s of 'aad 'ound in tie *asta. *'"» ̂ astawats^s *ouid oe nore suited
•"or treatment at a comercial «astawatar fac i l i t y .

l action alternatives -ere develooed ''•cm :.-e remaining :acnnol-
ogies. Tiese alternatives ^ere men compares on cost effectivness,
protect!veness to tne puolic ana t.ne environment, and compliance witn tne
requirements ana intent of SMA. A comoarative evaluation of tne altern-
atives is snown in "aole 2.

Alternative 1

Unaer t.nis alternative, no remedial action would be taken at the
s)te. The threat to public nealth and :he environment, as described
earlier and in the FS, -«<ould remain.

Alternative 2

Alternative 2 consists of solidifying all of tne liquid wastes and
placing all of the source material in a licensed fSCA or RCRA
facility as appropriate. 411 tanks would be dismantled and taken
off-site. The pit area would oe backfilled witi on sita soils and
graded to preclude ponding.

No long tern maintenance or monitoring at the Laskin/Poplar Oil site
would be required under this alternative. However, the waste would
not oe treated prior to landfill ing at the licensed facility. The
long term dependability of any landfill is unknown. The cost esti-
mate for Alternative 2 is $4.2 million.

Alternative 3

Alternative 3 combines on-site incineration of tne oils, sludges,
and sourc* soils with off-site treatment of the wastewaters, decon-
tamination water, and scrubber water. The incinerator ash and
dismantle* tanks would be disposed in an off-site 4C3A licensed
facility. If easts indicated that the ash could oe delisted, tne
ash could bt sent to a sanitary lanfill. The excavated pit area
would be backfilled with onsite soils and graded to preclude ponding.

This option would not require any long term maintenance or monitoring
at the site. All source material would oe treated to the greatest
extent practicable. The cost estimate for alternative 3 is S8.S
mi 11i on.

-11-



' /e

Alternative 4 -jtili:es off-site •
and nignly :ontami-sated soils.
*ater would oe treated at an of'

3e demol'sned and :isoosed
"he excavated arsa» would oe oac<f i
graded to preclude ponamg.

•«ast3waters and :
:e f?at.ment 'aci '

'ed * ' tn on-site soils ana

"nls option would not reduir? any
at tne site. All source uaterul
extent practicable. The cost estimate
•ni I! ion.

jng :ari nantanance or noni:or-
oe treated to tne greatest
or Al ternat ive ^ is 112.2

Alternative 5

Alternative 5 includes on-site incineration of all oils and sludges
as *ell as soi ls *itn greater Man 25 ppm ^CBs or 500 ppm total
nalogenated organics. The remainder of soil excavated from tne tank
and pit areas *ould ae landffiled off-site at a .^C3A licensed hazar-
dous waste facility along *itn all dismantled tanks. All waste-
waters, decontamination water, and scrjooer water would be treated
at an off-site treatment facility. The excavated areas would be
backfilled witn on-site soils and graded to preclude ponding.

This alternative would not require any long term maintenance or
monitoring at tne site. The most nignly contaminated source material
would be permanently treated. However, tne soils tnat would be
landfilled, which comprise rougnly one half of :ne source material,
would not be treated. The off-site disposal of waste without treat-
ment is the least favored option under SARA. The cost of Alternative
5 is S5.3 million.

the exception of no action (Alternative 1), all of the alternatives
would effectively and permanently minimize the danger to the puofic
healtn and the environment at the site area through tne removal of the
contaminated material.

The use of an off-site landfill (Alternative 2 and 5) is conventional,
easy to iflplMtnt, and transfers the ooeration and maintenance to the
owner/operator of tnt landfill. The most significant disadvantage of
this option ft tnat It dots not treat tne contaminants, so there is no
reduction fn toxlclty, volumt, or mobility. It also -nay ie difficult to
.maintain tnt long tern Integrity of nazardous waste landfills as required
by the U.S.EPA's off-site policy. The off-site disposal of contaminated
materials without treatment is the least preferred option under SARA.

-13-



"he off-site incineration of :.ie source ^ater-rais -'-Altariaci/e i) o
•-•a advantage of permanent'/ destroying :.ie contaminants "i tne *aste
lacenal and tne soils. it is a orjveo technology :iat :-ansfers ooera-
von and Tiai-itenance to tne owner/ ocerator of c.-ie 'ici-erator facility.
>a -,-e -nost significant disadvantage of :.ms aitamat:ve '3 iiDlemen-
:3C"'?:/. ~xe material nust oe pacxaged n small -~'oer rr^ns r'or :-ars-
•ortation. "'•e 'acilfties a v a i l d o l e iave commit.'neots :o :neir -agular
c l i e n t s *mc.n control ^nen and at «nat -ites :ne source material can oe
:a<an care of. In addition, a numoer of off-site ^-izarious *aste
;.icinerato**s nave sfiown a reluctance to accept :ne ^aste material due :o
:nc Tign levels of lead found in some of :?ie sludyes. 'ramsportarion of
:ne »*asta to an off-site facility increases ooth the cost of tnis
alternative and tne risKs posed to the ouolic 3y tiovement of contaminated
materials on tne nignways.

As witn off-site incineration, on-site incineration (Alternative 3 and 5)
would utilize a proven technology to permanently destroy tne contaminants
in tne source material. The advantages of tnls alternative are tnat the
pacxaging requirements necessary for off-site incineration would be
avoided, and all material could oe processed in one year or less once the
incinerator oegins operation. This alternative also meets the goal of
SARA of implementing a remedial action whicn incorporates treatment
ratner than land disposal where practicaole.

A comparison of the alternatives on the basis of protect!vness of public
health and the environment shows that on-site and off-site incineration
provide a high level of protection. Alternatives which use a high degree
of landfill ing provide an equal level of protection in the short run.
The long run dependability of landfills, however, are unknown. There
would be no beneficial impacts associated with the no action alternative.

Any detrimental environmental effects associated with the waste and soil
removal operations would essentially be tne same for each alternative
except the no action alternative. These short term negative impacts
could be minimized using proper construction methods.

The State of Ohio and the U.S.EPA expressed preference for remedial
actions that would provide destruction of hazardous constituents in lieu
of transporting untreated wastes to a 3CRA approved location. Section
121(b)(l) 0' SARA States "Remedial actions in which treatment which
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of
the hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants is a principal
element, art) to be preferred over remedial actions not involving such
treatment. The offslte transport and disposal of hazardous substances or
contaminated materials without such treatment should oe the least favored
alternative remedial action where practicable treatment technologies are
available."



""•js, tie J.S.tPA jmcras;:as z~e leed :: zons' ier treatment, -ec/c ' -
and reuse before o f f - s i z e 'ana rsoosa! of~ -jja.-cous instances '--:n
!;3CLA sizes is jsad. !-i add iz ' jn , S«cz-^n 230.53(i '"l : of tie NC?
j'": v ices znat remedial a ^ z a r n a f v e s s. iou'd •":'. :e e i "v~ated an t-g
:*' ::sz a lone. ""ersCor?, jt.-er ' ong zar-i o e m v z s should oe
«nen :omoar'' tg al zar^az ' ves .

I-v* -c"ne"'.a' :»"i* izs *n^c" *0'j'^ accrue as a -?sult of se lecZ ' tg an

•-.^".arjt' ;n ooc:on over a 'and iisoosal oot ion ire:

:esz,-jcz'on of z.ie °C3s , 3 f lHs, /OCs , and other :r-a
zne source ^ a z e r r a l .

2) elimination of zne risK of release of hazardous substances zo
z.ie environment and -eduction of *ne healtn risx associated
zn is exoosure, and

3} el iminat ion of tie need 'or governmental authorities to perform
zie environmental monizoring at tne si te would be necessary if the
*astes w«re left on site or relocated to another site.

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENV [aONMENTAl LAVS

The technical aspects of the remedial alternative inplemented at the
Laskin/Popl ar Oil site wil l oe consistent witft all federal and state
applicable or relavent and appropriate requirements (ARAfis). Other
environmental laws wnich may oe considered ARARs to the remedial alter-
natives evaluated are the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA),
the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) , tne Clean Air Act. Chapters
3704 and 3734 of the Ohio Revised Code (ORC) , and Section 3745-15, 17,
and 13 and 21 as well as Section 3745 - 50 through 3754 - 69 of the Ohio
Administrative Code.

The specific provisions of RCRA which may serve as ARARs for the alter-
native chosen include the thermal destruction requirements (40 CFR Sudpart
P, Section 265.370 through 265.383), the incinerator requirements
(40 CFR Subpart 0, Section 265.340 through 265.369). These provisions
list the proceedures and requirements which must be complied with during
the thermal destruction of the waste material. These reqirements are
also included In OAC rules 3745-57-40 to 3745-57-99 and OAC rule 3745-50-52.
The off-«1t« wtsttwattr treatment requirements (40 CFR Parts 262 and 263)
could also b« considered an ARAR.

The stltcttd rowdy Involves placement and treatment of soils and debris
wastes. PlaccMflt of wastes or treated residuals is prohibited under
RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions (LOR) unless certain treatment standards
are met. LOR standards have not seen published for soil and debris
wastes, but when published, the standards may be applicable or relevant
and appropriate. Despite the absence of specific treatment standards,
the treatment method employed as part of znis remedial action satisfies
the statutory requirement to, "...substantially diminish the toxicity of



tie waste or suostant;ai 'y reduce tne h<ei ; -ood :f <ii.;ration of
constituents from the waste so :nat snort-ce'-i ana 'Dng- tem :.iraar3 :;"

Health and the environment are •ninimized.'1 "sec. ;CC<1 'v -<. 5. «.-.

Emissions from the inc*-erjtor would 3e covered jnaer tne C 'ean iir ;ct,
jRC Chaotar 3704, and OAC Sections 3-' -15-15, 17, 13, 3«d 21. Of ' -s^-.a t.-ans-
rortation :f hazardous <*aste is covered jncer ^C 3*i5-t3-l l . ""v;
'"flui-as :"? fansisorters of hazardous waste to ' •ag^s te r wi:.i :r?e 3 ' jo ' ; :
:t:l:t"es Commission of 3hio and to oota in Ih'o rransoortar re- j is t rafon
.Tumoers. ^>'ese requirements wil l oe •net during t.-e "smedial act ' on.
ARAfis will only 3e waived under the condit ions 5at fort.n 11 Section
121(d)(-l) of SARA. This act ion is considered an interim ieasu"9. "here-
fore, no final cleanuo leve ls have seen determined, "he 'inal c leanup
leve ls wil l be determined at tne completion of tne overal l si te 3 I /FS.

RECOMHENDED ALTcSNATIVE

It is recommended that Al ternat ive 3 oe selected. This alternative
consists of tne following:

- Construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the *
site and the on-site incinerator

- On-site incineration of oi ls, sludges, and "source" soi ls

- Off-site treatment of all wastewaters, decontamination water, and
scrubber water

- Off-site disposal of all incinerator ash

- Dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks

- Crushing and Incineration of the cinder block wal ls of the pits

- Backfilling and/or grading of all excavated areas to preclude ponding

Based on the comparison of alternatives, the recommended alternative is
fully protective of public Health and the environment, cost effective,
utilizes treatment technology to the naximum extent practicable, and will
meet all applicable, or relevant and appropriate federal and state
requlreatnts. It has an estimated cost of S3. 5 million.

DESCRIPTION OF SECO»€NDEO ALTERNATIVE

At tht Inception of the remedial action, the site would be fenced to
reduce access to tht contamination on sue and the equipment used for the
remedial action. Site access would :nly be granted 3n an as needed
basis.

On-s1te mobile incinerators are a proven and available technology. Based
on vendor information, both infrared and rotary '<iln mobile incinerators



3e capaole of acnevi ig t-e 99.5999% destruct ion ef* ic :enc'?s
required for PCB wastes. 3otn >nits have air scruooer systems c a o a o ' e 3*
effectively removing air ^mission const i tuents to tie levels needed to
~eet aM federal and state A ^ A S s . Air emission levels would oe soecT* ' r»-3
luring tie rgnedial 2es :gn process. "*e attainment of tnese levels -ou'd
;e "«quired.

~'~e s o i l s ::u!i oe used to concrt 'cn tie sedges to aid in material
land1 ing. "he o i l s -'ound on s i t e could oe -3ed as a suoolemental *uel
source 'or tie sludges and so i l s . "ns cinder o lock wa l l s of the pi ts
would oe craned and comoine-3 ^t* tie o i l s , sludges, and so i l s to oe
ouried.

All ash generated during tie incinerat ion orocess would oe tested to
determine tne appropriate -netnod of off-si te disposal. If tne test
results 'ndicate tnat tne asn snould oe classif ied as a hazardous waste,
it would oe sent off-site to a 3CRA licensed landfill for disposal. The
transportation of the asn would oe conducted by a company experienced in
hazardous waste handling, 'he company would be required to have all
necessary permits, manifests, and insurance. If the asn can be dellsted,
it could be sent to a sanitary landfill. *

Off-site wastewater treatment is technically feasible and has beet) used
for earlier wastewater removed from the site. All decontamination water
and scrubber water would be disposed of in a similar fasion. An experi-
enced hazardous waste hauler would he used to transport the waters.

After all waste has been removed from the tanks, the tanks will be dis-
mantled for transportation and disposal at an off-site RCRA facility.
The exact method of dismantling could include flame, hydraulic, or other
technique that could be safely carried out on site. The choice of demo-
lition nethod will be made during remedial design activities, or during
the removal operation, based on site conditions.

ATT areas which have been excavated will be backfilled with on-s1te soils
and/or graded to preclude ponding. Site runoff from the area will be
directed to the existing retention pond.

The source removal Is Intended solely as an interim measure. The cleanup
levels used will not necessarily be tne final remediation level for the
site. Tht final levels will be determined during the overall site 3I/FS.
All attempts have been made to keep the remediation efforts associated
with ttiff operable unit consistent wi th the final remedy to the extent
that 1t can bt anticipated.

The intent of this operable unit is to remove the the source material
still present on the Laskln/Poplar Oil site. To be consistent with the
intent, the operable unit must deal with the soils which have become
significantly contaminated due to the oulk .movement of the oils and sludges,
Therefore, the soils surronding the pi ts and in the tank area will be
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removed until the remaining soi ls ire visibly clean. rhe remaining s o i ' s
will bt sampled and analyzed Cor :ne full hazardous suostance list prior
to backfilling and grading. This wi l l aid in :he overall site cleanuo.

The following is a cost estimate for :ne recommended alternative.

Si.500,300
Sice preparation,
-too; 1 izat'on, demo-
oil i ration and
permiting

Conditioning and
incineration of
wastes and soils

Transportation of
4340 tons of ash
to the landfill

Disposal cost for
4340 tons of asn

Transportation and
disposal of scrubber
and decon. water

Tank cutting and
decontamination

Transportation of 245
tons of dismantled
tanks

Landfill costs
for 245 tons

PU backfilling
and grading

Indirect cons
engineering

Total

OPERATION AMD MAINTEWMCE

54,377,500

5244,125

5651,000

5350,200

5200,000

5 13,785

$ 36,750

S 10,000

51,107,505

53,490,365

5500/ton

20 tons/load
300 miles
9 53.75/m1.

434Q tons
9 5150/ton

875,500 gal.
9 50.40/gal

20 tons/load
300 miles
9 $3.75/mf.

245 tons
9 SI50/ton

151 Of all
costs

The preferred alternative will require operation and maintenance costs
associated with the start-up (Including the trial burn) and the operation

•13-



of tne mobile incinerator. These costs would be United to the period of
tinw when tn« incinerator would oe operating, wnich nas seen estimated to
oe approximately one year and is included in the cost estimate. There is
no long term operation or maintenance associated witn mis alternative.
No long term monitoring w i l l oe required.

SCHEDULE

The following schedule of activities povides projected milestones ''or tne
to be performed at the Lasfcin/Poplar Oil site.

Approve Remedial Action (ROD) September 1987

Design Award (Notice to Proceed) January 1988

Design Completion April 1988

Award Contract July 1988

Begin Remedial Action September 1988

Complete Remedial Action September 1989

FUTURE ACTIONS

A work plan was completed in August 1987 for Phase II of the RI for the
site. A ROD for tne overall site cleanup 1s scheduled for September •
1988. The overall site RI/FS will deal with groundwater, dloxln, and
overall soil contamination.

-19-



OhfeEFft
SUlaofO

PO. Box 1049. ISOOWmrMark Or
Coiumous. Ohio 43266-0149

IF Ce
Governor

September 28, 1987 n r r P 1 V E D,» u.'. v/ •• '

Mr. Valdas v. Adamkus HfT 0 \
Regional Administrator JU

U.S. EPA. Region V ^ r-
230 South Dearborn Street "
Chicago Illinois 606C4 °r •-- '••••—

Dear Mr. Adamkus:

After review of the Phased Feasibility Study for Source Material Removal.for
the Laskln/Poplar Oil Superfund site and the draft Record of Decision-for this
remedial action. Ohio CPA concurs with the proposed remedial alternative.
This alternative Includes:

- construction of a fence around the contaminated portions of the site
and the on-slte Incinerator;

- on-slte Incineration of oils, sludges and 'source soils';
- off-site treatment of all wastewaters, decontaminated water, and
scrubber water;

- off-site disposal of all Incinerator ash;
- dismantling and off-site disposal of all tanks;
- crushing and Incineration of the cinder block walls of tht pits;
- and backfilling and grading of all excavated areas.

estfejUt cost of M.S million.
11 assure payment of 10 per centum of the remedial action. There

atlon and maintenance required for this action.

0. WMDRichard L. Shank, Ph.D. rr. orA M i v»*j* • •*•Director BA
FREEMAN

RLS/RH/lx

cc: Oav'tf Strayer. CAS.OSM*
Rodntf Bee Is, HCN
nat* vttat* aen
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'ABLE 1

A N A L Y S I S OF *AS"3

O i l s
PETALS (ppm)

Alumi nun
Antimony
Arsenic
Sarium 2.0-34
Chromiu/7) 0.0-3.5
Copper 0.0-13
Iron 25-295
Lead 30-543
Magnesium <20
Manganese 1.9-3.4
Mercury 0.0-0.24
Nlcxel
Zinc 9.0-290
Cyanide

PCSs (ppm)
Aroclor 1221
Aroclor 1242 10-22
and/or 1016

Aroclor 1254 41-144
Aroclor 1260 0.0-12

VOLITILE ORGANICS (ppm)
Methylene Chloride
Acetone
l,l-01chloroethene
1.1-01chloroeth«nt
Chloroform
1.2-0ichloroeth«n«
2-8utanone
1 > 1 • l̂ rl eft I orott Jwrw

To
Chtorofttnzm*
Ethyl benzene
Total Xylenes
Vinal Acetate

0.0-0.2
O . U - 0 . 7 5

0.021-0.7
0.0-0.074
0.0-0.224

0.227-74.9
0.004-0.52
0.08-47.2

0.014-7.22
0.0-0.0003
0.0-0.291

0.267-15.9
0.0-0.03

0.0-0.054
0.0-0.024

41-0.15

0.0-2.4
0.25-46

0.0-0.12
0.0-1.2

0.0-0.36
0.0-18

0.0-0.27
0.0-0.04
0.0-0.46
0.0-3.3

0.0-0.01
0.0-7.4

0.0-14
0.0-3.4

23-14,500
0.0-13
0.0-15

6.1-1.270
10-3,420

25-598
28-4,720

69-12,400
0.0-9,040

0.0-375
0.0-18
0.0-32

18-5,060
0.0-5

0.0-94

0.0-170

0.0-3,800
0.0-97,000

0.0-1.7
0.0-5.3

0.0-5,100
0.0-6,400

0.0-19,000
0.0-21,000
0.0-1,200

0.0-280
0.0-7,400

0.0-750
22-76,000

0.0-2
14-44,000

49-140,000
0.0-10
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(cont.j

of Contaminants

3ASc/NEUTRALS (ppm)
1,3-01 enlorooenzene
1,2-DicnloroOenzene
nitrobenzene
Isopnorone
1,2,3-Tricnlorooenzene
Naphthalene
2-Methylnaphthalene
Acenaphthalene
Acenaphthene
Oiftenzofuran
Fluorene
4-N1troanfline
n-Nitro$odipneny1amfn«
Phenanthrene
Anthracene
d1-n-3utyl Phtftalate
Fluoranthene
Pyrene
8uty1benzy]phthaTate
3enzo (A) Anthracene
Ois(2-ethylhexyl) Phthalate
Chrysene
Di-N-Ocry! Phthalate
3enzo (8) Fluoranthene
Senzo (A) Pyrene
Indeno(l,2,3-c,d) Pyrene
9enzo (g,h,i) Pyrene

-iastewaters

0.0-2.2
0.0-17

1.3-15
0.45-45
0.0-6.5
0.11-34
0.25-30
O.J-30
0.0-5
0.0-26
0.52-97
0.14-17
0.0-2.7
0.22-30
0.18-35

0.0-0.033
0.0-8.5
0.0-8.5
0.0-51

0.0-6.2
0.0-0.44

1.7-53
0.0-34
0.0-9.5
0.3-16

Sludges

0.0-120
Q.J-62

0.0-15,000
0.0-130

0.0-34,000
96-5,800
0.0-1,000
50-6,600
0.0-3,600
0.0-5,000

0.0-1.600
0.0-12.000
0.0-9,000

0.0-62
0.0-5.300
0.0-5,200
0.0-290

0.0-1,400
0.0-370

0.0-1,500
0.0-1,000

0.0-95

0.0-330
0.0-350

0.0-34,000
0.0-8,500
0.0-22.000
0.0-2.700
0.0-140
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msxr.v POPLAR OIL sr:
JEFrE.RSCN OHIO

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

~'T? jr-i:ad S:at»s £,ivironmerital Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) rscsntly te!d a
puoHc cowweit ;erTod f^om August U, 1987 to Septemoer il, 1987 ':r interested
parses to conrnent on U.S. EPA's August 1387 Phased F«ast3i1ity S:jciy ^3) and
Proposed Plan for a source removal operaole 'jnic at Me Laskin/Poplar Oil s^te.
A: the time of t.ie puolfc comment period, U.S. £?A had announced its reccmmenaed
alternative for tne removal of the source material.

The purpose of tnis responsiveness summary is :o document U.S. EPA's responses
to comments received during tne public comment period. All of tne comments
summarized in tnis document will Be factored into U.S. EPA's final decision.
Since tne purpose of tnis comment period was to receive comments specifically
related to tne PFS, comments related to tne overall Remedial Investigation/
feasibility Study (9I/FS) or tne Superfund program as a «nole will be addressed
at a later time. A number of comments were received well after tne closing
date of tne public comment period. U.S. EPA nas not responded to those comments,
except to tne extent tnat many of tne same comments were made in timely
submissions.

This responstveness summary is divided into the following sections:

I. Responsiveness Summery Overview - This section briefly outlines tne
proposed remedial alternatives as presented in the PFS including the
recommended alternative.

II. Summary of Public Comments and U.S. EPA Responses - This section
summarizes both written and oral comments received from the community
and the local officials and the U.S. EPA's responses. The comments are
organized by subject area.

HI. Summary of Potential Responsible Party (PUP) Comments and U.S. EPA
Responses - ruts section summarizes both written comments received
from the PftPs and the U.S. EPA responses. The comments are organized
by. subject ami.



I. *ES?ONSIVENESS

A. Proposed Alternatives ana ^ecom/nended Alternative

"ne ?PS identifies and evaluates alternate source control options. "te
alternatives range 'rom 10 act: on ~z complete and permanent treat^e^t.
~ne alternates *era screened and evaluated oased on tneir recnnical
feasibility, i.nplementaoi Hty.

Five alternatives passed the in i t i a l screening and *ere compared in
detail. The five alternate included:

1. No action;

2. Off-Site Containment;

3. On-site Incineration;

4. Off-site Incineration; *

5. On-site Incineracion/Off-site Containment.

These five alternatives ««ere then subjected to a detailed evaluation of
tneir effectiveness, compliance «itn the Superfund Amendments and
Reautnorization Act, and cost effectiveness. The U.S. EPA's recommended
alternative is the on-site incineration of all source material on the
site. Groundwater, soil, and dioxin contamination will oe covered in
tne overall 3I/FS for the site.

3. Public Comments on the Remedial Alternatives

Public comments were received from the Village of Jefferson trustees,
the Ohio Environmental Council, and citizens of Jefferson.

C. PRP Comments on the Remedial Alternatives

foil owing entities submitted comments on oenalf of the PRPs:
i Hostetler, Counsellors at Law, on behalf of

•Pownlng-Ferris Industries of Ohio, Inc., General -Motors Corporation;
TIM Inc., Rockwell International Corporation; Koppers Company, Inc.,
and 3t-Kan, Inc.
Squirt, Sanders, i Oempsey, Counsellors at Law, on behalf of
Ashland J11, Inc., Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company,
Consolidated Rail Corporation, Jhite Consolidated Industries,

-2-



Shell Oil Company, '*ooi' Jii !omoany, Sun Pe'inrng ana •<li-<i:'-;
Company, Inc., ^ar.!ac<, inc., Anchor Hot or "r?ignt, I-":. inl
cliSKim, Inc.
rreednan, Levy, <rol! 4 Si-nonds, Counsellors at _aw on oe"al' :*

<eystone £nv;-onnental ^asourcss, 'nc on oenalf of 3e-<an, i->c.,
Srowni .ig-rerr'* s Incuse."? 35 of 3hio, inc., 3eneral ^otors Conoanv,
<oopers Company, Inc., 5oc<well international, Inc., and ~3w, inc.

SUMMASr OF PU8LIC C3MMENT3 AND U.S. EPA SESPONScS

This rssponsiveness summary addresses ooth oral and written comments
received oy U.S. c?A conceni.ng the 3hased Feasibility Study (PFS) for
the las*in/Poplar 311 site. The comment period *as held from
August 10, 1937, to Septemoer 11, 1987. A public meeting «as held on
August 26, 1987, at the Asntaoula County Courthouse, as an oppurtunity
for the puolic and other interested parties to present oral and written
comments to the U.S. E'A. These comments are recorded in a transcript
of the meeting which is availaole at the Information Repositories 1n
Ashtaoula and Jefferson, Ohio, and the U.S. £?A Region V office 1n>
Chicago. The written and oral comments are summarized and organized
into the following categories:

A) The remedial alternative;

3) Additional site work; and

C) General.

A. Remedial Alternative

• A nunfeer of tne comments received from the village trustees and the
community supported the U.S. cPA 's recommendation of an on-iite mooile

'§ Rffponse:
. SPA Is pleased that the community and local officials support
ooMnded alternative.

- A numfter of tne co.-sments expressed a concern regarding sits security
and access.

-3-



U.S. EPA's Response:

Areas of tne s.ite wnicn are <nown to 03 contaminated are current!/
enclosed in a property fence. As an i n i t i a l step of mis proposed
remedial action a chain l i n x fenca w i l l oe constructed. Tne exact
extent of tne fencing w i l l 03 aetamine'j once i n i t i a l samcle result
are received from the 3>iase ii 31 for tne overall site and Me me?
location is chosen. Site access during tne remedial action w i l l oe on
an as needed basis only.

- One commentor wanted to <now what equipment would oe removed.

U.S. EPA Response:

This remedial action will result in tne removal of the tanks and pits.
At tne end of the action, the mooile incinerator will be removed. The
boiler stack, boilers, and other site features w i l l be dealt with in
the overall RI/FS. . «

3. Additional Site Work

• One commentor was concerned chat dloxin was not mentioned in the PFS,

U.S. EPA Response:

Oioxin is not present in the areas covered by this action and so was
not mentioned. Oioxin contamination is being considered in the
overall site RI/FS.

C. General

• A number of coNMfltors stated that local contractors should be used
as much as possible.

ts to be performed by the U.S. EPA, selection of the con-
*<11 b« fn accordance with applicable federal regulations.
), bids will bt solicited in a manner which will allow all

quaHffed contrtctors capable of performing tie work to bid on the
project. Out of town contractors often rely on local contractors for
many of the tasks. Information on becoming involved in CERCLA actions
was given to Michael Wheeler of the Ashtabul* County Disaster Ser-
vices.
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- A commentor 'el: :nat the 3uolfc should oe <eat informed of
schedule of activities.
U.S. EPA Response:

T'?e J.3. c?A agrses. "ie community '-?U::
commitment ro <eeep tha OuO^c aoreast of

deoartment
. E?4 actions.

s a

SUMMARY OF ?RP COMMENTS AND U.S. E?A RESPONSES

This responsiveness summary addresses the written comments submitted ay
or on oenalf of the ?9Ps. The comment period was held from August 13,
1987, :o September 11, 1987. A copy of the comments submitted are
available in the Information Repositories in Ashtabula and Jefferson,
Ohio and the U.S. E?A Region y Office in Chicago. The cowments are
organized into Che following categories: A) EPA Authority, 8) Remedial
Alternatives, C) Time Limits, 0) Funding, and E) Genera?. The U.S. EPA
responses are provided for aach comment, or set of like comments. •

EPA Authority

Commentors felt the U.S. EPA lacks the authority to perform the
remedial action. The specific comments are listed oelow.

Comment:

- The U.S. EPA lacks authority to perform the Phased Feasibility Study
and to take tne proposed remedial action, due to the 1 year, 32 million
limits set forth In Section 104 of CERCLA.

U.S. EPA's Response;

The 1 year, $2 (trillion limits set forth fn section 104 of CERCLA apply
to emergency response action, not to remedial actions. The Phased
Feasibility Study and the subsequent remedial action are not being

fonwd under the emergency response authority, but under the
Hal authority.

• Under the Superfund Act, U.S. EPA may only perform remedial actions
at the Laskln/Poplar 011 site if that action is necessary as a result
of a release or threatened release of hazardous substances from the
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3.

site. Section 131(14) of Super-fund states:

"The cam [hazardous suostancej dees nat i-ic'jde petroleum,
including crude oil or any f.-acnon -nerso* *nic.i is not sens'-*! 33
specifically listed or designated as a lazardous substance
suoparagraons (.4) t.irougn «'F) of -..-MS oaragraon, and ;.?« ea
no: include latura1 ^as, lat-ra! gas liquids, li^uifiad natural
gas. or synthetic ;as jsaole for fuel (or mixut'jres of --atura! ;as
and such syntnetic gasj."

The issue is also discussed in tne :J.S. -°A General Counsel memorandum,
July 31, 1987. The PSPs feel cne oil excusion implies the 01' oart of
tne waste naterlal cannot oe dealt *itn in the operable unit.

U.S. £?A Response;
The July 31, 1987 General Counsel discussion of the CtSCLA Petroleum
Exclusion set forth in Sections 101(14) and 104 (a)(2), referred to oy
tne conwentor, specifically states on pg. 8:

14 However, it was clear that the omission of oil coverage was
intended to include spills of oil only, and there was no intent to
exclude from the dill mixtures of oil and hazardous substance*."

The memorandum continued on pg. 10:

" In fact, one of the petroleum-hazardous substances mixtures rost
often mentioned during the debates was that of PC3 contaminated oil
which is a type of contamination arguably resulting from the
"normal us«" of the oil in transformers. Accordingly, an
interpretation of the petroleum exclusion which includes as
"petroleum" hazardous substances added during use of the petroleum
would not b« consistent with Congressional intent."

The situation at the site clearly falls within the authority of Super-
fund. The oils on site are mixed with a variety of volatile organic
compounds, PCSs, and mttals, and creosote wastes which are all listed
as hazardous suostances under Superfund. Creosote wastes, which are
dfljrtvttlvtt of wood and coal ears, not petroleum products, are a source

aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), "hich are also classified
is substances.

•I Alternatives
A number of comments were received questioning the U.S. EPA's choice of
cleanup levels. These comments dealt with the reasoning behind the
U.S.EPA's choice of cleanup levels and the consistency of the cleanup
levels with the final remedy. 3ased on these comments, the U.S.SPA nas
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reconsidered tne cnosen cleanup levels. Bases on t.ie
operable unit, to remove tne source uater?al 'ouna on
desire to oe consiscant *iti tne overjll site remedy,
modified Us cleanup level, "he new cleanup level *il
"2moval of soils from around tne pits ana in tne tank
'•efliaiflT^g soils are v i s i b l y clean, "his cleanup level
,«itn tne intent of tne opersole unit end minimizes the
tnat soils *i 11 oa removed past tne levels *nicn wi
in the overall site '!/"$. The specific comments made
tne PRPs are discussed oelow.

intent of :*e
site, ana t*e
tne U.S.EPA "a
1 require tne
area jnti1 cie
is consistent
1 i'<el inood

oe determined
on nenal for'

Conwtflt'.

- The 5 ppm PC8 cleanup level is inconsistent witn th« "National TSCA
Policy". The national policy should govern the cleanup levtl at CESCLA
sites. There is no reference to "Regional Policy" in Section 121 of
CERCLA. ^

U.S. EPA's Response:

As mentioned earlier, tne U.S. EPA w i l l not be using the 5 ppe) PCflJ
action level for this operable unit. The soil shall be reaoved until
it is visibly clean. Therefore, the issue is moot.
The regional policy approach, however, is fully consistent with and
supported in the National TSCA Policy referenced. The national policy
states in 40 CFR Part 761, pg. 10689:

"Therefore, s p i l l s which occurred before the effective date of
this policy are to be decontaminated to requirements established
at tne discretion of EPA, usually through its regional offices."

Just as importantly, tne TSCA policy does not supercede CERCLA policy.
The TSCA rule specifically states on pg. 10690:

" However, other statutes require the agency to consider different
or alternative factors in determining appropriate corrective
actions."

Icy continues:
Thus, cleanups under other statutes, such as RCRA corrective

actions or remedial or emergency response actions under SAflA, may
result In different outcomes."
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Comment:
- The draft is to ta l ly 'acx i i ^ -n jny i x o l a n a c i ^ n of *ny :?e 3
is assuming tnat L a s x i n s ' t s mst oe cons;aered a " -»s ident 'a l
«ny can tn is not ae consi:s"3d i ".-estrv:;a<i j r sa ' , «ner3 ' i a t i ona
3 ohcy a l l o w s HUGH m$ner l e v e l s ?

•PA's Sesoonse:

~he s;:a is considered a residential area for three raasons. "i>s; :*e
sits owner/operator nas nis residence on tne property. Second, Nac;onal3oMcy defines residential/commercial areas as areas *nere people 1:/e
or reside or *nere people ««orK in otner trtan manufactjriny or farming
industries. Ic also specifically includes playgrounds and parks.
Areas *nicn are less tnan .1 *n from a residential/commercial area are
considered as sucrt even *nere access is restricted. Iinmediately across
cne street from the LasKin property is the AshtaDula County Fairgrounds
and a set of softaall fields. On tne property itself there is a
freshwater pond wnich people fisn. Third, under current zoning,
property can oe developed residential.

Comment:

- Why has the Region not considered the idea of covering the area with
10 inches of clean soil, wnich would allow for higher levels even in
residential areas?

U.S. EPA's Response:

The use of a 10 inch soil cover was not considered oy the Region because
the operable unit is only an interim remedy. Since contaminated soils
will remain onsite, the possibility exists for the clean soil to become
contaminated or to be mixed with contaminated soil if further soil
remediation is required. This could result in a larger volume of soil
requiring further remediation and would not be cost effective. Also,
tne addition of soil would not do anything to prevent further contami-
nation of the groundwater.

removal should 5e left jntil overall site cleanup levels are
Etlstatd. This is necessary to assure that the remedial action is

cost effective and consistent *itn tne rest of the sics.

U.S. £?A Response:
As documented in *he endangement assessment included in the feasibility
study, the sludges and oils contain tazardous suostances at levels above



current health oased standards.

It is the U.S. cPA's feeling, iue :o :ne *>ct t.nat Me ait 3ot:oms ar?
unlined, that the oils and sludges in :ne pi:s nave seen in direct
contact wit.t some soils. T^ese soils ire satjrated witn t.ie contaminants
and cnerefore can oe considered source rnat»r;al. Leaving r.nese soils
on site would not 3« approunate in :an>s of protect iveness to o>joh:
nealt.n and tne environment, «ould not oe consistent witn tne intent of
tne remedial action, and *ould significantly increase t.i« dances t.nat a
nooile incinerator ^ould need to oe retjrned :o t.ie site, "his remooil-
ization «*ould oe costly.

We understand tne ?RPs concern regarding unnecessary work during this
remedial action and nave reviewed the cleanup criteria to oe used.
Based on this review, the U.S. EPA nas chosen a cleanup approach *hich i:
feels is consistent wicn t.ie intention of removing the source material,
protective of puolic nealtn and will ninimize the chance of removing
material oeyond final cleanup levels.

The chosen cleanup level requires that all soils around the pits
the tank area wnich are visibly contaminated will be removed, fh fact
that the soils are visibly contaminated indicates that bulk iwvemfnt of
the source material has occurred. It would not be reasonable to leave
these soils until the completion of the final 3I/FS.

The commentors also felt that the Land Disposal Regulations had been
misinterpreted. They felt that they would not apply to the conditions
at the site. The comments are presented below:

Comment:

• Leache concentrations based on tne Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) should be used in determining whether or not land
disposal restrictions apply. This is oased on the land ban "correction"
notice of June 4, 1987. The PFS bases its conclusions on actual waste
concentrations.

EPVs ftewnse:

!• concentrations based on the '"IP was implicitly stated in
7, 1986 Land Disposal Restrictions and later explicitly

CM the June 4, 1987 corrections. The leachate concentrations
to the solvent wastes F001-F005 *nic.i the PFS states some

could be considered. The levels in the sludges are such
that the U.S. EPA feels they would have leachate concentrations above the
limit. The levels are presented below.
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Contaminant

Menylene Chloride
Acecone
1,1,1-rricMoroethane
TrTc.iloroethene
;"5C.-acnloroethene
Toluene
Xylene
£:iylbenzene

Concentration "ound

3,300 ppm
97,000 ppm
21,JOO ppm
1.2QO p&m
750 pom

75,000 ppm
140,000 ppm
44,000 ppm

Allowable Laac*1

.36 ppm

.59 ppm

.41 pom
.091 ppm
.35 ppm
.33 ppm
.15 ppm

.053 ppm

[n addition, liquid, PCS containing wastes are covered under che
California List when they are contained in wastes which are listed as
hazardous under 40 CFR Part 261, or if the mixture exhibits one or uore
of the characteristics of hazardous waste identified in that Part.
PCSs are banned from land disposal if tne total waste concentration
(not an extract or filtrate) exceeds 50 ppm PC3s.

Wastes containing halogenated organic compounds (HOCs) are subject-to
the California List prohibitions if the waste is listed as a hazardous
waste under 40 CFR Part 261, or exhibits one or more characteristics of
hazardous waste identified in that Part. The land disposal prohibition
applies to hazardous wastes containing HOCs in total concentrations
greater than 100 mg/1 (liquids) or 100 mg/kg (non-liquids). This is
based on total waste concentration (not an extract or filtrate/.

Comment:

- Is tne Regions interpretation that the land ban would be triggered at
the Laskin/fop Iar 01) site consistent with Headquarters policy?

U.S. EP/> Response:

The current interpretation In Headquarters regarding whit triggers the
Land Disposal Restrictions is that when tne wastes are removed from
their present location for treatment or disposal the Land Disposal

n* art triggered. On-site containment of the wastes would
tftt ruwval of the liquids and sludges for solidification, thus
litf tne> restrictions.

•on the Land Disposal Restriction, certain treatment standards
<iws* of «tt. The treatment standards for liquid PCS wastes, with
greater than 50 pp* PCSs, specifies thermal destruction. The treatment
standard for Halogenated Organic Compound (HOC) wastes, with greater
the 1000 pp0 HOCs, specifies incineration.

The applicability of the Land Disposal Restrictions is separate from
tne placement issue whicn triggers the Minimum Technology
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for a disposal jnic. These .-equipments are triggered «nen an sxisf-g
unit is expanded or a new jnic is created. Jnder .-feaciquarters ooH:y,
the definition of *nat is a unit :an oe eoanqeq -vnen the contaminat; on
is 'iOt cantered in "hot soots" Out is ?iore general and jnifom across a
large sits, "his is not tne case at tie Las<i'i/°oplar Oil Site. "he
source latarial areas are distinct units. ~her»for», -re commiat'on
of ail of t"»e wastes into one containment area *ould trigger t.̂ e "^
'echnoloqy Requirement:, *nicn include a iouole liner and a douole
leacnate collection systam.

Comnent:

- 8ased on tne soils data collected in fulfillment of t.ie consent order,
PCS anq HOC concentrations do not exceed land aased limits.

U.S. £PA's Response:

It is correct tnat tne soil samples taken from four to six feet from
tne pits had levels aelow tne Land Disposal Restritions limit. In A
addition, Land Disposal Restriction standards nave not been promulgated
for soil and deoris wastes at tnis time, when these standards art
puDlisned, they .nay ae considered applicable or re 1 event and appropriate.

Some of the sludges, however, exceed the Land Disposal Restriction.
This means some form of treatment is required for these materials. The
soils immediately surrounding these sludges are believed to contain
similar contaminant levels. The U.S. EPA, therefore, believes it is
prudent amd reasonable to treat these soils.

The commentors felt that the whole concept of an operable unit was not
supported for this site. Their reasons are as follows:
Comment:

• Both the U.S. EPA and private parties have taken emergency actions
that were necessary to remove tne nost iimlnent hazardous wastes at the
site. There is no authority under the Superfund Act for the agency to
fractionalize response actions at a site in a manner that is wasteful,
dupllcatlve and Inefficient.

*f Response:
€FA would like to clarify the difference between emergency

and remedial actions. The emergency actions were taken to
rt»e*»t Imminent threats to public nealth and the environment.

Remedial actions are used in removing threats to public health and the
environment whlcn do not require immediate action. This does not .nean
that the remedial actions can and should be put off for long periods
of time, but that the risk is not considered imminent and does not
justify emergency response action.
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The source removal operaole jnit f a l l s jnaer :.ie remedial action
category, rfnile :nere is TO immenent -isx :nat requi.-es
action, enougn information exists co snow mat releases of
from tne pfts could and uost h'*ely nave occurred. .': *ould oe
inappropriate for tne J.S. ??d not :o a.-oceed *un cne operjole .T:
sased on t.ie contarmnencs «.nown co ae present and cne :.ir?ac of a
release of cne contaminants. This approacn is consistent *itn -•! ;,-
3C0.63 (c) of tne National Contingency 3lan.

Comment:

- The agency cannot support its proposed Remedial Action *itn an
incomplete risk assesment.

U.S. £?A's Response:

It is cne U.S. EPA's policy tnat source control operable units do not
require a quantitative risk assessment. As stated in tne Guidance on
Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA, U.S. £PA, June 1985: > *

f
" At sites *nere only source control remedial measures art bflng
evaluated, a qualitative assessment of tne potential public Italth
threats in tne absence of remedial action will generally b«
conducted."

The U.S. EPA continues to believe a source removal operation at the
site is prudent.

The U.S. EPA's authority to break the site into operable units, such
as this source removal, is clearly stated in the National Contingency
Plan 40 CFR >»art 300.68 (c).

" Response actions may be separated into operable units consistent
with achieving a permanent remedy. These operable units may
include removal actions pursuant to §300.65(b) or remedial actions
involving source controls, and/or management of migration.

The U.S. EPA feels Chat the operable unit is an efficient and practical
of dealing with complex sites such as the las*in/Poplar Oil site,

ors had comments regarding the permitting of on-site
ator* at CERCLA site. These comments ire listed below.

Comment:
- The Phased Feasibility Study needs to reflect that additional testing
(test bum) of the incineration unit will be required to confirm the
use of this technology for site remediation.
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U.S. EPVs Response:

A test burn for tne ^coil* 'ncvneration *7ii 33 conducted or- or :o :-e
incineration of any Hazardous -aste. "ne test ourn w i l l need to'
:ne 99.9999̂  performance standard is acnieved.

Comment :

- The issue of *net.ner or not an on-sita nooile incinerator -nay le^a11/
operate on a CERCLA cleanup site without a <CSA oermit in any state
otner t.ian Illinois nas not been .-esolved. Tne resolution depends on
tne interpreatation of sections U3(i) and (2) (e) of CERCLA as amended
by SASA.

U.S.EPA's Response:

Section 113(1) does not apply to tne alternatives chosen. Section us
-as apparently incorporated into SARA in recognition of the fact that
the State of Illinois nas aggressively pursued its own program for
on-site incineration, and has aquired its own mobile incinerator. *
Section 121 (e)'s general tenor is co insure that the often lengthy
permitting process for on-site remedies, that ordinarily would require
such permits, not delay the start of remediation. 3y requiring that
such operations nevertheless must meet applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements of law, Congress has ensured that human
health and environmental protection issues, otherwise covered by
permitting, will be addressed.

The remainder of the comments on the remedial alternative covered a
variety of topics and are presented below:

Comment:

- The hign lead content of selected sludges lakes off-site incineration
an impractical and costly alternative.

U.S. EP/l's Response:

Incineration was determined to be tie most expensive option.
CM ae/ees that high lead content of some of the sludge could

ft additional costs, and has recommended on-site incineration
selected remedy.

Comnent:

- for all alternatives, consideration needs to be given to air emissions
from material handling during the on-site remedial activities.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

All of the options nave tne poss ib i l i t y of air ^miss ions during
handling. Act ions, sucn is condi t ioning :ne *asta in the pi ts, «i
tafcen minimize any air releases. Air -noni:oring w i l l oe used to
c.nat dir releases are *ept at an accsptaole leve l .

Comment:

- Air quality monitoring and air polljtion controls snould ae added :o
cne cost estimates.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Air pollution control systems are oart of the incinerator units and are
included in the cost estimates. The cost of monitoring during the test
burn and the continuous monitoring of the incinerator during tht clean-
up is also included. Air quality monitoring would need to bt used for
eacn alternative that involved moving or conditioning the waste. Thf*
cost would bt similar for each alternative and therefore would nofc ef-
fect their relative costs.

Comment:

- On pagts 68-71, landfill costs wtrt listed as $3.75/ton, but should
be 5ISO/ton.

U.S. EPA's Response:

Tht U.S. EPA agrets that tht wrong price/ton was given. However, tht
total dollar aaount given is correct and tht overall estimates do not
cnangt.

Commtnti

On page 71 disposal costs for 6,435 tons of soil and ash art $965,250
>*• Tht cost of off-site wasttwattr trtat.atnt is $140.000
160,000 gal and 5.40/gal. Tht lint item for oil was omitted
30 tons, S150/ton).

*S fltsponse:

Tht cost brtakdown did accidentally mtrgt Information fro« tht disposal
of soils and ash with information from tht disposal of wasttwattr. The
commtntor Is corrtct that disposal cost for soils and ash should bt
$140,000. Oil was Included in tht 3500 tons of hlgn level wastt to be
inclntrated. Tht final cost snould at $5,714,413 as opposed to
$5,724,413.
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Comment:

• U.S. EPA has improper'y rejected certain remedial alternatives
failed to consider others. The U.S. £?A nas failed to aer'or^ a com-
plete evaluation of all reasonable alternatives. For example:

a. Could the ash De disposed of on-sit£

o. Could the ash 5e chemically fixated and disposed of on-site?

c. Could the low lavel source soils ae disposed of on-site?

d. Could soil washing be used?

e. How quicxly could an on-site disposal unit 5e constructed?

U.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA has met its requirements of comparing remedial actions
ranging from no action through complete destruction. Son* options
were ruled out prior to the Phased Feasibility Study because they wire
known to be inappropriate or infeasible. The U.S. EPA and Ohio |P/t
have chosen what they consider a reasonable and appropriate solution.

It was determined that an on-site disposal unit for the source removal
could not be constructed, filled, and closed by November 1988 based on
prior experience with past CERCLA remedial actions. The Idea of
replacing the clean ash back on site was rejected based on the fear it
could be recontamlnated, resulting in the extra cost of remediating the
material twice. The same would be true for fixating the ash or soils
and placing then back on site.

Comment: •

- The option to landfill soils and non-pumpable sludge in Pit 4 should
remain open based on the potential difficulty to incinerate these
materials given low 8TU values. The PCS and HOC concentrations are
below land ban limits.

PA's Response;

ileaental fuel will need to be added, the U.S. EPA expects no
fty in Incinerating the soils and non-pumpadle sludge In Pit 4.

Flit routinely Incinerated in PCS cleanups. The PAHs and VOCs are
"effectively treated by incineration. The issue Is not the com-

bustibility of the soil but the destructability of the hazardous con-
stituents present.
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Comment:
- Given the high asn content (30*), a large volume w i l l remain after
incineration which would :e lanafillea off site as a hazardous *aste.
The cost for landfill ing the jnpumpaole sludge in Pit *4 and the soi l s
is approximately 52. 5 m i l l i o n less than incinerating chese iratarials

*ith lan d f i l l i n g tne asfi.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The U.S. EPA agrees that tne estimated cost difference between the two
options is approximately $2.5 million. The complete incineration option
was chosen over a combination of landfill ing and incineration for two
reasons. The first reason was that the total incineration option Mas
considered more protective of public health and the environment. The
long-term dependability of any landfill is unknown. This has been
supported by the difficulty of current facilities 1n meeting tht U.S.
EPA's Off-site Policy. The second reason was the goal of SARA to use
permanent treatment technologies to the greatest extent practicable.
With tne mobile incinerator on site, it is clearly practicable to trflt
the additional material. •

While the current estimated difference between these two options Is
$2.5 million, tne actual difference could be much lower. This Is true
for two reasons. The first reason is that the soils which art in con-
tact with the cinder block walls and un lined bottoms of tht pits are
believed to have contaminant levels similar to tht sludges and oil and
therefore would need to be incinerated under either option. The second
reason is that much of the ash may pass the necessary tests which would
enable it to be disposed of in a sanitary landfill.

Comment:

- Considering tht quantity of ash generated, the volume reduction from
incineration is not significant.

U.S. EPA's Response:

of SMA is to reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume. 3y
19 tht soils and non-pumpable sludge in PTt 4, toxldty is

significantly and volume is decreased by approximately 201.
Is also addressed by eliminating the majority of tht

s.constltutnts and tne nost mobile constituents.

Commtnts:

- What ARARs were considered m -eighing various alternatives.

-16-



U.S. EPA's Response:

The ARAfls considered in reigning tne various alternatives included :ne
Resource Conservation and Reclamation Act (SCSA), :ne Toxic Suostancas
Control Act (TSCA), tne Clean Xater Act (~WA), tie Clean Air Act (CAA),
Chapters 3704, 3734, of tne Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Section 3745-15, 17.
13, and 21 as well as 50 through 59 OAC dealing with air jnd water
contamination and Chapter 3745-31 of t.ne ORC dealing with untertaKi ig 3
solid waste disposal facility.

C. Time Limits

The commentors expressed concern regarding the length of the public
comment period and the time period for producing a good faith offer.
The specific comments are dealt with oelow:

Comment:

- No notice of the draft ?S was received prior to the PRP notice letftr
dated August 13, 1937 and postmarked August 21, 1987. EPA's failure to
al low adequate, reasonable, and meaningful opportunities in which to
comment is contrary to public participation provisions. |

U.S. EPA's Response;

The public comment period must last a minimum of 21 days as specified
under the National Contingency Plan. A 21-day comment period for the
site was established from August 10, 1987 to August 31, 1987 by the
placing of an announcement in the local paper on August 4, 1987. [n
addition to this announcement, the special notice letters were sent
to the PRPs.

Requests were nude by various PRPs for an extension of the comment
period. An extension was granted by U.S. £PA to September 11, 1987.
This allowed 21 days from the actual mailing of the notice letters and
32 days overall.

Also* tnls action Is one In a series of activities that have been taken
rtta&eal to this site. The PRPs have been aware that a PFS was in

tlon and that their own study, undertaken in response to an EPA
trtelvt Order, would in part be the basis for the tne PFS. The

f«t4s adequate time was provided for review of and comment on

Comment:
• The Agency did not provide complete copies of the study with the
notice of letters. Only selected excerpts were sent.
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U.S. EPA's Response:

Complete copies of :ne report *ere sent out to the -nemoers of the
steering commttee *nicn iaa aeen estaolisned 3y tne ?RPs in existing
litigation on past costs. In addition, complete copies of tne
*ere placed in tne Inforuation Depositories located in Jefferson and
Asntaoula, Ohio, and at tne U.S. -?A Region / office, located in Chicago,
II. It rfould not nave seer fsasi&le co jroviae complete copies of the
-•sort to eacn of tne -nore than 200 P3Ps involved witn the site *no
received special notices.

comment:

- At tne PRP meeting on September 4 in Cleveland, EPA announced that
tne deadline for good faith proposals to perform the next phase of work
would end on October 23, 1987. Secasuse the EPA Mill not announce its
final decision until the end of the September, after considering public
comment, there is an objection to the triggering of the 60-day deadline
under tne CERCLA Section 122 "special notice" procedures. *

U.S.EPA's Response;

The U.S. EPA is currently developing guidance on the timing of the
issuance of "Special Notice14 letters. Mhlle there art several possible
approaches, the present procedure being followed is to Initiate the 60
day norator1 urn/per1od of negotiation concurrent with the public comment
period and Record of Decision review and approval process. The advantage
of this approach Is the oppurtunity it provides PRPs to get Involved in
the alternative evaluation process through the submission of formal
comments.

Funding

Comment;
- PRP liability for cost incurred should be allocated in accordance
with the dtgrt* to which parties contributed substances to whlcffiPA

respond under CERCLA not on volume of oil disposed of.

on of liability is not a factor in the choice of remediation
wttT not be dealt with in this responsiveness summary.

Comment:
• Section 104 of the Superfund Act requires that States assume a share
of the costs of Remedial activity, rht PFS does not indicate whether
or not this requirement has been satisfied.

-13-



U.S. EPA's Response:

Th^fssut of State share was iot discussed in the ?FS because it nad ^o
bttrfng on th« feasibility or effectiveness of the alternatives.
Th« State <s responsible for 10t of the remedial actions capital cost
and lOt of the first years operation and naintenence (0AM). All
subsequent 04M would be funded ay the state. The State of Ohio concurs
with the U.S. SPA': choice of source removal and will fund its cost
share.

E. General

Comment:

• The maps on pages 6 and 31 should have the pits numbered in increasing
order from right to left.

U.S. EPA's Response:

The pits should be numbered In Increasing order from right to 1
f»

t

-19-



•Ml M t*m MM* "H'l |

'IIW

/•/*'»

v

V

»•

f

I

I

V

I
V

/f/f iflitf IHHII WMI1

W*l<» 'ItM V« M*

wn '«M* IWNII wnim«i

•HWMflftW •»•«!«» 'INI

••» * «••! '*« II» •!!•

> « HI* I «IMW t«M H 1lfH*

' I •>•>! I »»«" IMM <•! •*« W WPMIIII ••!•>»

«•«• *•• WM < <H«

»•• 'IMI m «lif M • M>

<»-»"» ••Ml WMW ••

WXl'l

Wf <tlnl «>W1 I <M»

••'•Ml 'tH« •«••»«

•ft'( <«M( •• -MM «M*r

•*'«'• •»« 1HHWKI

f»/V// -(M* "»»W1

llr»/. -«H« ' llMMKf

^<«* <•>!••

I/I//V | W/M^

^/»-/l

1>l

»/«'%

>••«•«

i.m

twi m\

'»

•ii • ••

«•• «««••• <MMII «IM> 'HMMt • <M» M *»••• •• IWI INMI

»n M •TMfeMlMn I* •• «W« 1IMH1M » -«l*l I

•M* "Wt "*»«•• «••• ••WKIVIIfk •••••n *<*•> ••ItMMI

IW IVMV^WI 10119 MlWWfl Vlf mP WM4WV

• « M«

1*1 »lll

• )«ilt«

H»l<» Hill

UK I'*IVMM .



i ii
1 1 1

M
f i l l

I
i

i
i j n i l i•rr

Jf

I I ! t *•
* I

• t » «



c
• IMM • «**<• Ml SIM

•MIIMH. mm

I* MM < IMMI /

llftl

MM M*IM» HtHttit. M I

MM* (Milt.

il V *•»

iw

HH

•Mtt ••»•*•

II »»

*••*•• U» MMI* MM. MM. VO. ••Mil

t MIM IM I KM* Ml III <MMW

MM* (Mill HI



RECORD OP CEdSIGN
LASK3M POPLAR OIL SITE

JE5TEBSCN, CHIO



1.0

2.0

3.0

4.C

5.0
5.1
5.2
5.3
g *
j . H

5.5

6.0
6.1
6.2

6.3
6.4
6.5
6.4

7.0

8.0
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6
8.7
8.7
8.8

9.0
9.1
9.2

9.3
9.4
9.5
9.6
9.7
9.8
9.9

10.0

SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION . . . . . . . . . . . .

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT Adr/ITIES ..........

COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY ................

RELATIONSHIP TO THE OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION ....

SITE CHARACTERISTICS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Grourdwater . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . .
Surface Water and Sedinent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Soil . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Structures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Air . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Exposure Assessment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6.2.1 Ingestion of Ground Water .............
6.2.2 Ingestion of Surface Water . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6.2.3 Ingestion of Contaminated Soils . . . . . . . . . .
6.2.4 Airborne Contaninant Inhalation . . . . . . . . . .
Toxicity Assessnent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Surr-ary of Risk Characterization ..............
Analytical Methods . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Potential Future Risks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES ............

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES ................
Alternative 1 .......................
Alternative 2 .......................
Alternative 3A .......................
Alternative 3B .......................
Alternative 4A .......................
Alternative 4B .......................
Alternative 5A .......................
Alternative SB .......................
Alternative 6 .......................

SUMMARY OF HE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES ....
Overall Protection of Hunan Health and the Envirorroent . . .
QaaAienfl* with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate

^̂ B̂bi Effectiveness and Permanence ...........
^̂ •̂fan of Itacicity, Mobility, or Volume .........
^̂ •HtoTB Effectiveness ..................
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